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ABSTRACT 
Understanding the impact of divorce on children becomes more vital 
each year ·because of the increas ing number of children who experience 
parental divorce. Although there is substant ial literature on divorce,  
inconclusive findings exist because (a) no t enough researchers have 
compared children of divorced families to children from intact families , 
(b) divorce often is viewed as a single event rather than a process 
involving many variables ,  · and (c) few researchers have examined post­
divorce relationships among family members as an impor tant predictor of 
adj ustment to divorce .  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to 
compare children from divorced and intac t families with regard to self­
conc�pt and perceptions of parent-child �elationships . A unique 
contribution of this study was that children were asked for their 
perceptions rather than asking parents for children ' s  reac t ions to 
divorce . 
Data were collec ted from 45 divorced families (45 mo thers and 77 
children) and 44 intac t families (44 mothers and 79 children) over an 
18-month period . The divorced-family sample was obtained from the Knox 
County Chancery Court Records, and the intac t-family sample was obtained 
by asking the divorced participants to suggest the names o f  people that 
met cer tain criteria . All participants were measured in their own homes . 
Children between the ages of 3 and 21 years completed various forms of 
instruments measuring self-concept (Bills Index of Adj ustment and Values , 
Self-Concept Referents Test) and perceptions o f  parent-child relation­
ships (Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Quest ionnaire, Social Schemas ) .  
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Mo thers completed quest ionnaires measuring self-concept (Tennessee Self­
Concept Scale), adj ustment (Blair ' s  Divorcees Adj ustment Ins trument, 
Index of Adj ustment), and family relat ionships (Family Relations 
Inventory, Family Relations Inventory for Intact Families) . 
Separate stepwise regression analyses were used to predict 
children ' s  self-concep t and perceptions of parent-child relat ionships 
for divorced and intact families . Evidence was obtained to support the 
hypothesis that social-psychological variables (e . g . ,  mother ' s  present 
adj us tment) and family relationship variables (e . g . ,.quality of mother­
child and father-child interac tion) were predictive of the child ' s  
self-concept and perceptions of parent-child relationships in bo th 
divorced and intact families . A s imilar pa ttern emerged ·for the two 
family structures in that the mother ' s  adj us tment was predictive of the 
child ' s  self-concept and the quality of the spouse or exspouse 
relationship and the father-child relat ionship were the mos t  important 
predictors for determining children ' s  percept ions of the quality and 
quantity of family relationships . 
Three multivariate analyses of covariance (with age as the covariate) 
were used to determine if there were any differences between children 
from divorced and intact families . Although one of the multivariate 
analyses was no t significant (i . e . , self-concept), two multivariate 
analyses were significant, indicating that children from divorced and 
intac t families perceived parent-child relat ionships differently . 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
With over 1 , 12 2 , 000 divorces in 1978 and over 60% of these divorces 
involving children (U . S .  Bureau �f the Census , 1979) , divorce should be 
considered a phenomenon which affects bo th adults and children . Bane 
(1976) has det ermined a way o f  predicting the future percentage ot 
children involved in divorce and estimated that 23 . 4% of those born in 
1970 will have parents that divorce . 
Because of these rising divorce statistics , the quality of family 
life in America has been questioned . When' divorce is viewed as a threat 
to the family , it is seen as a precursor to problems rather than the 
po tential solut ion it is intended to be.  The intac t ,  nuclear family is 
viewed as the id�al fami�y structure and divorce threatens this ideal . 
Maro tz-Baden , Adams , Bueche , Munro , and Munro (19 79) have indicated that 
many assumptions exist about the superior quality of the ideal family 
struc ture (i . e . , the middle-class nuclear family with bo th mother and 
father in the home) . But many children do no t live in a family wi th 
this ideal struc ture . Thus , this study was an endeavor to examine 
whether the quality of family relationships and the child ' s  self-concept 
were different in divorced and intac t families . 
Shortcomings of the Lit erature on Divorce 
Although a few researchers have examined the relationship between 
the divorced family struc ture and the child ' s  development , clear-cut 
1 
answers about the impac t . of divorce on children are not available . The 
reasons for this ambiguity �ange from how divorce·is conceptualized to 
how the data are collec ted . 
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Divorce is·a complex process and should not be viewed as 
unidimensional . Many researchers have conceptualized divorce as the only 
independent variable and have examined various outcomes . Maro tz-Baden 
et al . (19 79)  distinguished between the out comes of divorce and the 
process leading to these outcomes . They noted that both the process and 
the outcomes were important to consider . Luepnitz (1979) supported a 
distinction between process and outcome by recommending that it  was no 
longer profitable to speak of divorce as one discrete phenomenon for all 
children . 
Another reason for the lack of conclusive findings is the deficit 
model which often is used when studying variant family forms (Marotz­
Baden et al . ,  1979) . For example, researchers such as Anthony (1974) 
and Goldstein, Freud , and Solni t (1973) have used cl inical samples of 
children from divorced families and concluded that divorce created 
psycho logical damage in children . Proponents of the deficit model have 
taken biased samples of children of divorce and concluded that divorce 
was debilitating . The ac tive, adaptive , coping mechanisms children are 
known to have (Kagan, 1976 ; Sameroff, 1975) are ignored with this type 
o f  model . 
Describing children from divorced families rather than comparing 
them to children from intact families (with the implicit assumption that 
the children are different ) is another problem in the divorce literature . 
Although describing children ' s reactions to divorce such as anger and 
fear is helpful , researchers need to explore further any dif ferences 
between children in divorced and intact families . 
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A final reason for the inconclusive findings has been the scarcity 
of studies examining family relat ionships as a predic tor of post-divorce 
adj ustment . No table exceptions are the works by Lamb (19 7 7 ) ,  Weiss 
(1975), and Hetherington , Cox, and Cox (1978) in which interrelationships 
were found between the child ' s  adj us tment to divorce and the parents ' 
behavior and/or adj us tment . However , there are many other aspec ts of 
family relat ionships that need to be examined . For example , the quantity 
and quality o f  time the parents spend wi th the children may be important 
predictors of how children respond to divorce . Pais and Whi te (1979) 
have sugges ted that because divorce is a crisis in family organiza tion , 
it  is possible to analyze adj us tment to divorce as a process of family 
reorganization . 
One o f  the most obvious subsystems of the family that needs 
reorganization is parent-child interaction . As Pais (1979)  remarked , 
"Divorce does not terminate these bonds , but legally redefines the rights 
and duties of the parents" (p . 5) . But there has been little attention 
given in the literature to the relationship between the noncus todial 
parent (usually the father) and the child after divorce .  Al though it is 
logical to assume that fathers will vary in their degree of commitment 
to and interaction with their children , it is not feasible to assume 
that the end of the marriage relationship also ends the rela tionship 
between the child and the noncustodial parent . 
Rationale 
Although the topic of divorce has been the f�cus of many research 
studies, there is a paucity of conclusive findings. Yet, such findings 
are essential for family practitioners, educators, and parents if t�ese 
· professionals are to work effectively with children from divorced 
families. As Brandwein, Brown, and Fox (1974) stated, it is necessary 
to have a clear understanding of which factors may influence the 
indiviqual's and family's life-style following.divorce before 
intelligent action can be taken. 
Assumptions have been made about the ideal family form and the 
effects of family structure with only questionable empirical evidence 
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to support these assumptions. Recently, some researchers have advocated 
examining. family relationships as an important variable in an individual's 
adjustment (Hetherington et al., 1978; Pais, 1979). Pais found that 
perceptions of family relationships were an important predictor of 
adjustment for divorced mothers. Although Hetherington et al. considered 
family relationships as an important predictor of adjustment for �hildren 
in divorced and intact families, the researchers did not consider the 
children's perceptions of the situation. However, children's perception 
of family relationships is an important variable that needs to be 
examined. If the quality of family relationships in both divorced and 
intact families is ·related to the child's well-being, then some of the 
assumptions about the ideal family structure and variations from this 
structure can be reconsidered. 
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Conceptual Framework 
Many assumptions exist about divorce , and one of the mos t  prevalent 
is tha t divorce severely damages the family unit , especially father­
child interac tion (assuming the father is the noncustodial parent ) . In 
many theories o f  family interaction , divorce is viewed as dysfunctional 
to the family. In these theories , more importance is placed on the 
structure and endurance of the family unit than on the relat ionships 
within the family . However ,  using some theories (e . g . , sys tems) , the 
researcher can place more emphasis on the interac tion o f  family members . 
Thus , system theory was used as a primary basis for creating a 
conceptual framework that is applicable to both divorced and intac t 
families . 
The Family as a Sys tem o f  Interacting Parts 
In the present study , the family was the sys tem identified for 
s tudy . The family sys tem includes the mother , father , and all children . 
Sub systems o f  the family are formed by the interaction of two or more 
members ( e . g . , mother and father) as long as one member of the family 
is not present . When divorce occurs , the family restructures the system 
and some subsys tems , but all of the family members continue to influence 
one another to some degree . The custodial parent in a divorced family 
will influence the interaction between the noncustodial parent and 
child (ren) . In addition , the custodial parent and noncustodial parent 
somet imes interact on a regular basis , and the custodial parent and 
child interact quite frequently . Interact ion within any of these 
subsystems will af fec t the other subsystems and the total family unit . 
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During the course of interaction , family members receive information 
from each other ( input) tha t influences their behavior (outputs) . An 
example of this would be the child ' s  perceptions of mo ther-fa ther 
interaction . I f  a child within a family perceives the mo ther and father 
to be fighting a lot , it may influence that child ' s  adj ustment , causing 
him/her to exhib it behavior problems at home or at school .  Ano ther 
example would be the development of self-concept in the child . Many 
researchers have demonstrated that the child ' s  self-concept is related 
to the parent s '  self-concep t (Coopersmith , 1967) . 
The importance o f  an individual ' s  percept ion o f  the situation is 
implicit in sys tem theory , but explicit in other theories of family 
interac tion . Proponents of the interac tional framework stress tha t how 
an individual perceives a si tua tion or event is more important to his/her 
reac tions than the obj ective reality of the si tua tion (Stryker , 1972) . 
In the development of self-concept , for examp le , the child ' s  percep tions 
of the parent ' s  actions towards him/her are more impor tant than the 
actual ac tions . Acco�ding to Cooley (1902) , children form images of 
themselves based on their perceptions of how oth�r people react to them . 
The children validate this impress ion through int eraction with 
s ignif icant others, mainly the parents . 
The concepts of open and closed sys tems also can be used to explain 
how an individual ' s  perceptions are important . If one member of the 
family does no t want to interact much with the others and remains closed 
to information from them, he/she may perceive attempts at communica tion 
as a threat or as an invasion of privacy. If however , the same person 
is open to communication , he/ she may perceive the same attemp t as an 
offer for help or a s ign of understanding . 
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The Process of Adjustment 
Adjustment to any major life changes such as divorce occurs over a 
period of time. In addition, intact families are in a constant process 
of adjusting to the new demands and stresses on the family unit, no 
matter how small they may seem to be. In many cases, marital partners 
in an intact family may be undergoing a major adjustment process if the 
marital relationship contains a lot of stress or conflict. Whereas the 
legal act of divorce provides some closure to family problems and an 
opportunity for reorganization, partners in an intact family do not have 
any such marker event to help them reorganize the family unit. If both 
partners agree that divorce was a necessary and viable solution, then 
they may have less difficulty adjusting to divorce than partners in a 
conflict-ridden but legally intact marriage have in adjusting to their 
marriage. 
The goal for both the divorced family and the legally intact family 
system is to reach homeostasis. Although the system can continue to grow 
during a period of homeostasis, this growth is controlled and beneficial 
rather than random and possibly harmful. When divorce occurs, the 
previously defined steady-state condition of the.family is abandoned. 
The.success of the family in adapting to this strain will depend on how 
the members incorporate the positive and negative feedback they receive 
from one another. Positive feedback enhances growth, whereas negative 
feedback produces stability. For example, the father may receive 
positive feedback from the mother that will help him to establish a new 
pattern of father-child interaction. In addition, the child may receive 
negative feedback from the mother in order to maintain a stable 
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environment for the child. This feedback then influences each individual 
member's actions (outputs), which in turn affects the whole·family 
system. 
In the process of adapting to stresses, most divorced and intact 
families eventually achieve a steady-state condition, even though they 
began with different family structures. This process is termed 
equifinality.: The concept of multifinality can be used to explain the 
idea tha� although divorced families have the same general family 
structure, they experience varying degrees of success in the adjustment 
process. Likewise, intact families experience various levels of 
adaptation and adj.ustment. Thus, adjustment is not the domain of either 
divorced or intact families but is a process experienced by both. 
Model of Family Adjustment and Interaction 
A model of family adjustment and interaction is illustrated in 
Figure 1. The model is applicable to divorc.ed and intact families 
because the process of interaction and adjustment is the same in these 
families even though the structure is different. The impact of each 
family member on other family members is evident by all of the reciprocal 
influences. Perceptions and behaviors of individual members are noted 
as well as interaction between any two family members. Feedback processes 
also are depicted in the model. For example, as the mother gives the 
child input about her perceptions of the quality of family relationships, 
the child forms his/her own perceptions and sends information back to the 
mother. The feedback would be negative if it provided stability for the 
mother's point of view, or it would be positive if it influenced her to 
re-evaluate her ideas. Thus, as the mother's perception of the family 
Mother's 
perceptions of 
the quality and 
quantity of family 
relationships 
Father-mother, 
mother-child, 
and 
father-child 
interaction 
perceptions 
of the 
quality and 
quantity of 
family 
relationships 
perceptions of 
the quality and 
quantity of family 
relationships 
Mother's 
adjustment and 
self -concept 
Child's 
self -concept 
Father's 
adjustment 
and 
self-concept 
Marital 
or 
divorce 
adjustment 
Figure 1. Model of variables relating to family interaction and 
adjustment in both divorced and intact families. 
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changed , her individual adj us tment would be affected . This change in 
10 
the mother ' s adj ustment would af fec t the father and child , illus trating 
how a change in any part of the system would affect o ther parts . Finally , 
the entire sys tem would change as a result of change in the individual 
components . 
Nominal Definitions 
Adj us tment was viewed as a process of adaptation to particular 
situations and events . Although adj us tment can be measured for an 
individual , it  is affec ted by the process of family interac t ion . In 
addition , adj ustment can be measured with regard to a particular event 
(e . g . , divorce) or a general time period (e . g . , low point'in the marital 
relationship) . 
Self-concept was defined as an image an individual has about 
him/herself regarding physical , cognitive , and personality traits . This 
image should remain relatively s table over time but can be affec ted by 
life events . These traits of ten are value laden , leading individuals to 
express approval or disapproval o f  themselves (self-es teem) . 
The quality and quantity of family relationships can be viewed as 
each individual ' s  perceptions of and evaluations about the interaction 
among family members in general and between any two members in particular . 
Mo thers' percept ions of quality and quantity include both (ex) husband­
(ex) wife interaction and parent-child interact ion . Children ' s perceptions 
of family relationships include their evaluat ions of their parents' 
childrearing behaviors and their ideas about the quality and quantity of 
parent-child and mother-father interaction . 
11 
Assumptions 
The maj or as sumption in the present study was that divorce did not 
terminate the relat ionships among family members , especially the 
child (ren) and noncus todial paren t .  That divorced and in tac t families 
differ in struc ture does not mean that they will differ in the processes 
used in adapta tion or in the quality o f  adj us tment . In fac t ,  if divorce 
is viewed as a viable alternative to difficult problems , it may enhance 
individual adj ustment . 
Although divorce may be a positive solution to problems , the legal 
act of divorce does change the dynamics of parent-child interact ion . 
However , the change has more implications for the amount o f  t ime various 
family members spend together than the quality of the time . And , if the 
divorced families can maintain positive relationships , these 
relationships may supersede the importance of the family structure . 
Another maj or assumption is that most families try to maintain or 
seek adj ustment . When an event such as divorce disrupts the family 
sys tem,  the members will take action to achieve adaptation . During this. 
proces s , the children are affected by,  as well as have an impact on, 
their parents ._ Thus , every member of the family plays an important part 
in the process of adj ustment . 
Objectives 
The overall obj ective of the s tudy was to det ermine whether family 
relationships in divorced versus intact families were different . More 
specific obj ectives were as follows: (a) to determine how mother ' s  past 
and present adj ustment ; self-concept; perceptions of the quantity o f  
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mother-child and father-child interac tion ; and percep tions of the quality 
of mother-child , father-child , and mother-father interact ion were related 
to children ' s  self-concep t and percep tions of parent-child relationship s 
and (b) to det ermine if self-co�cept and perceptions of parent-child 
relationships of children in divorced families differed from those in 
intact families . 
CHAPTER I I  
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The quality of �amily relationships is an important variable for 
both divorced and intact families. The patterns of interaction 
established within a family are affected by many variables, including 
(a) the quality of interaction among members, (b) perceptions of this 
interaction, and (c) roles of the individual family members. When 
divorce occurs, the patterns of interaction among family members are 
changed, along with each person's perception of the family. One of the 
tasks of individuals during the divorce process is to establish 
satisfactory patterns of interaction which will facilitate adjustment. 
Family Relationships 
The quality of family relationships in both divorced and intact 
families affects the adjustment, behavior, and self-concept of 
individual family members (Longfellow, 1979). Longfellow contended that 
equivocal findings exist in the divorce literature because not enough 
researchers have examined the importance of parent-child relationships 
after divorce. Wallerstein and Kelly (1975, 1976) and Hetherington 
et al: (1978) have noted the relationship between the parents' well­
being and the child's adjustment to divorce. 
Family Interaction 
Rutter (1971) conducted a study in which parent-child interaction 
and marital interaction were related to behavior problems in the child. 
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Rut ter found tha t (a) 5% of the children in his sample had behavior 
problems when there were good parent-child relationships and a s table 
marriage , (b) 25% of the children had behavior problems when there were 
poor parent-child relationships and a stable marriage , (c) 40% of the 
children had behavior problems when there were good parent-child 
relationships but an unstable marriage , and (d) 90% of the children 
evidenced behavior problems when the quality of both parent-child and 
husband-wife interactions was poor . Thus , bo th good parent-child 
relationships and a s table marriage were associated with the child ' s 
well-being . 
Perceptions of Family Relationships 
Even though the quality o f  parent-child and husband-wife interaction 
has been associated with certain child behaviors , it is impor tant to 
remember that the child ' s percept ions of family relationships also are 
important . For example , Bowerman and Elder (1964) found that even in 
families in which the spouses both repor ted that the mother was the 
dominant figure in childrearing and conj ugal power , it was the father 
who more of ten was perceived by the child as being autocratic . 
The significance o f  the child ' s perceptions o f  family relationships 
is illustrated best through an example from the field of family therapy . 
Minuchin (1974) developed the concept o f  structural family therapy to 
describe a technique in which family members share their perceptions o f  
the family . A s  Minuchin said , "When the structure of the family group 
is transformed , the positions o f  members in that group are altered 
accordingly" (p . 2) . Almos t  certainly when divorce occurs , family 
members will restructure their relationships within the family . However , 
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it has been assumed too of ten that this res tructuring meant a removal of 
the father from the family sys tem (Pai s ,  1979) . 
Bernhardt (1975)  provided empirical evidence tha t children from 
divorced families do not perceive their fathers as absent . He compared 
how the age of the child , the gender of the child , and the family 
s truc ture ( father absent or father present) were related to the children ' s  
percep tions of the father ' s  role . Al though age was related to perception , 
there were no differences between the genders or between father-absent 
and father-present children with regard to how they perceived the' father ' s  
role . Relationships within the family appear to be more important than 
the s tructure of the family in influencing the child ' s  percep tions of 
the family . 
Ro les of the Family Members 
Traditionally , the roles of the mother and father within the family 
.have been viewed as expres sive and instrumental , respec tively . Maxwell 
(19 7 6 )  provided evidence that the division of the roles along the 
instrumental-express ive dimension is beginning to change as fathers 
become more involved in childrearing . Within the present study ,  bo th 
fathers- and mothers were concep tualized as having an ac tive role in the 
social-emo tional development of the child (ren) . In addition , children 
were viewed as having an.impact on their parents. 
Father ' s  role . Theoretical ly , bo th parents have an impact on the 
child ' s  development . Yet qui te of ten the fa ther ' s  influence on the child 
has been ignored or given secondary .attention • . However; some researchers 
have do cumented the importance of the father (Lamb & Lamb , 19 76; Maxwel l ,  
1�76) . Maxwell interviewed 30 fathers and concluded that fa thers in 
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intac t families have become more involved in childrearing and that there 
was less dif ferentiation between the father ' s  role and the mother ' s  role 
than what was true histprically . Blanchard and Biller (197 1) also 
documented the fathers ' �mportance by examining how the fathers ' 
availability to the children was related to the children ' s  academic 
performance . Children who had a lo t of contac t with their fathers were 
superior in terms of academic performance to the gro�p that had lit tle 
contact with their fathers . Although. the researchers examined only 
academic achievement , it is likely that the degree of father availability 
would be related to other areas of the child ' s  development such as self­
concep t .  
Coopersmith (1967)  conducted a comprehensive study o f  the 
relat ionship between certain parental variables and the child ' s  self­
es teem . In general ,  he found that children with high self-es teem came 
from families in which the parents had high self-es teem , the children 
were treated as responsible people , and the compatibility of the mo ther 
and father was high. With regard to father-child interaction , Coopersmith 
found that fathers of high self-esteem males were more likely to be 
at tentive to and concerned with their sons ' development than were fathers 
of low self-esteem males . ·Rosenberg (196 5) substantia ted Coopersmith's 
findings by documenting that parental at tention and concern were related 
positively to the self-esteem of high school s tudents .  He also repor ted 
that those students with closer relationships to their fathers were 
higher in self-esteem than those with more distant relat ionships to 
their fathers . 
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Mo ther ' s  ro le . Even though the change in and impor tance of the 
father ' s  role has been documented , the mother quite of ten has been 
considered the nuc leus of the family in intac t families (Farber , 1962) . 
The mother also is the nucleus for mo s t  divorced families , because mos t  
mothers receive cus tody o r  j oint cus tody of their children . The 
cons tructs of representat ion (one memb er of the family telling a second 
member of the family something about a third member o f  the family in the 
third member ' s  absence) and trans itivity ( two member s of the family 
relating to each other through a third member ) are indicative of the .type 
of role the mother may have within the family . The mother may tell the 
child (ren) about the fa ther in his absence ( espec ially in divorced 
families) or serve as a link between the father and child ( espec ially in 
intac t families ) .  However , as Maxwell ( 1976) noted , the role of the 
mother within the family may change somewha t as the father becomes more 
involved . 
Regardless of what changes may be occurring in the mother's role , 
the impac t of the mother on the child ' s  well-being has been documented. 
Coopersmith (196 7 )  found that mo thers of children with high self-es teem 
had higher self-es teem and were more s table-emotionally than mothers o f  
children with low self-es teem.  These mo thers also were more l ikely to 
be loving and have a closer relationship to the children than mo thers of 
children with low self-es teem . Finally , mothers with high self-es teem 
showed interest , concern , and availab ility for congenial joint 
ac tivities as compared with the low self-esteem group . 
Child ' s  role . Recently , some authors ( e . g . , Lerner & Spanier , 1978) 
have conceptualized and researched the child ' s  impact on the parents and 
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the to tal family . Investigat ions before this.time were focused primarily 
on the impact of a special child ( e . g . , mentally retarded , congenitally 
malformed , autis tic) on family functioning or the role of children in 
family crises ( e . g . , the parental decision to divorce , the occurrence of 
child abuse) . Undeniably , children influence their parents on a daily 
basis as well . For example, in their research on divorce , Hether ington 
et al . (19 78) stated , "the behavior of the children--particularly of 
-the sons--was causing the emotional responses of the mother" (p . 171) . 
The researchers also stated that the same pattern was evident for intact­
family mo thers and children . 
The Divorce Process 
· Th.e removal of one parent from the home is not the only. variable 
important to the s tudy of divorce (Longfellow , 1979) . Luepni t z  (1979) 
noted that divorce is a process and that many variables need to be 
examined in the process of adj ustment . Hetherington e t  al . (1978) 
conducted a comprehensive study of divorce by using multiple variables 
and comparing 48 divorced and intact families·over an 18-month period . 
The findings from their research can be used as a framework for 
examining the (a) variables involved in the post-divorce adj ustment 
process , (b) quality of.parental interaction , (c) relationship between 
parental adj ustm�nt and child behavior , and (d) parent-child interaction. 
Although Hetherington et al . examined children ' s reactions to divorce , 
they focused on parent-child interaction as a correlate o f  child 
behavior . Other research focused on children ' s behavior and development 
also is important to examine in considering some of the outcomes for 
children . 
Divorce Adjus tment 
Goode ( 1956) def ined the divorce adj ustment process as follows : 
A disrup tion of role sets and pat terns , and of existing soc ial 
relations , is incorporated into the individual ' s  life pattern , 
such tha� the roles accepted and assigned do no t take the prior 
divorce into account as the primary point_ of �eference . (p. 19) 
Goode also no ted that there was an inverse relationship between the 
amount of trauma experienced during the divorce and the length of time 
required for adj ustment. 
Variables related to post-divorce adjus tment. Brandwein , Brown , 
and Fox ( 1974 ) concep tualized divorce as a time when the mother takes 
over certain func tions for the family ( e . g. , economic , authoritative) . 
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The increased demands on the mother of ten increase the amount of stress 
the mother experiences. Resea.rchers have found that mothers delegate 
some of these responsibilities to the children (Hetherington et a l . , 
1978) . Hetherington , Cox , and Cox (1976 ) no ted that when there was 
support and agreement between the exspouse� , family disrupt ion was 
minimized and the adjus tment process was accelerated. Pais ( 1979 ) found 
a positive relat ionship between the mo ther ' s  satis fac tions with post-
divorce family relat ionships and po st -divorce adj us�ment. In addit ion , 
Pais found that. the mother ' s  self-concept was the most important variable 
in predict ing her adj ustment to divorce. 
Hetherington et al. (1978) conduc ted a thorough invest igation of 
the divorce adj ustment process. They found that for the first year after 
divorce, the parents felt more anxious , depres sed , angry , rej ected , and 
incompetent than intact-family parents. Divorced fathers underwent a 
greater initial change in sel f-esteem than divorced mothers or intact-
family parent s ,  but divorced mo ther's changes las ted longer. Both 
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divorced mothers and fa thers experienced more feelings of lone liness and 
had more restric ted soc ial lives than intact-family couples. Uappiness, 
self-esteem , and competence increased steadily for the divorced 
individuals over the 2-year period but were no t as high at the end o f  
the second year a s  for intact-family couples. 
Quality of Parental Interaction 
Hetheri�gton et al. (1978 ) reported that although the relationship 
be tween the exspouses improved following divorce, 66% of the exchanges 
be tween the partners 2 months after the divorce were conflicts over 
economics , visitation , and childrearing. However , the ·quality of 
parental interac tion when the family was intac t is impor tant to consider 
when comparing the two family structures. 
Bo th Burgess (1970) and Nye (1957) compared children living in 
intact but unhappy families to children living with _single parents 
( including families separated by death , divorce , and desertion) . Nye 
found that children from families broken by death and divorce showed 
less·del inquent behavior ,  less psychosomatic illness, and bet ter 
adj ustment than children living in intac t ·but unhappy famil ies . Nye · 
also revealed that children living in mother-only families scored higher 
on a measure of parent-child relationships than children from intac t but 
unhappy families . Burgess reported similar resul ts and concluded , 
"Children are measurably bet ter off living with one parent than the 
children of unhappy homes charac terized by bitterness , fighting, and 
phys ical and mental cruelty" (p . 40) . 
Results from studies in which children from divorced and intact 
famil ies were compared are mixed , with some researchers reporting better 
21 
adj ustment by children in divorced families (e . g . , Burgess , 19 70; Nye , 
1957) and others reporting poorer adj ustment (e . g . , Hethering ton et al. , 
1978) . The discrepancy between these findings is related to the happiness 
of the intact- family group . Those researchers who measured happiness 
concluded tha t an unhappy but intact family was more prob lema tic for the 
child than divorce . 
Parental Adjus tment and Child Behavior 
The individual responses of the parents also are related to the 
child ' s  well�being af ter divorce . Wallers tein and Kelly (1974, 19 75 , 
1976) and Kelly and Wallers tein (19 76)  interviewed children between 3 and 
18 years of ag� 6 months af ter the parental divorce and again 1 year later . 
Although these researchers found that children of different age groups 
i�itially responded to the divorce in different ways , other patterns 
besides age differenc es existed at the follow-up . One of these patterns 
was that most of the children in the worst clinical condition at the time 
of the follow-up had parents who were adj usting poorly to the divorce . In 
the preschool group , 6 of the 7 children exper iencing the mo st difficulty 
had fathers wi th variously defined psychiatric disorders , and 4 of the se 
7 children had mothers who descr ibed a high-tension year . In addition,  
the impac t of divorce on the father was predictive of  the visiting 
pa tterns and the beneficiality of the visits for the children more than 
was the quality of the father-child relationship prior to divorce . A 
third pattern was characteristic of children in middle childhood . 
Al though some of the fathers had developed a closer relationship with 
their children af ter the divorce , this was not associated necessarily 
with an improvement in the child . The researchers concluded that an 
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improvement in the father-child relationship did not prevent adj ustment 
problems for the child and that a deteriorat ion in the mother-child 
relationship was related to deterioration of the child at the follow-up. 
Other researchers such as Biller (1970) and Landis (1960) have 
shown that the mother ' s  response and adj ustment to the divorce process 
modulates the impact on the child (ren). McDermott (1970)  found tha t 
the prognosis for the child was associated with the relationship of the 
child to the cus todial parent. 
However ,  the noncustodial father continues to be important to the 
child also . Hetherington et al. · (19 78) found associations between the 
fa ther ' s  behavior and the child ' s  adj ustment . Frequent fa ther-child 
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contact in divorced families was assoc iated with p�sitive mother-child 
interac tion and positive adj ustment in the child if (a) the parents 
agreed about childrearing dec isions , (b) the parents had a pos itive 
atti tude about each other , (c) the parents were low in conflic t ,  and 
( d) the fa ther was mature . Disrup t ive behavior by the child was 
assoc iated with frequent father-child contac t ,  disagreement by the 
parents, and poor adj ustment of the fa ther . 
Parent- Child Interaction 
Al though many researchers have examined various child behaviors af ter 
divorce and other s have noted the relationship between parental adj ust-
ment and child adj us tment , there have been very few attemp ts to describe 
the actual interaction between parents and children . These interac tions 
can be categorized accord ing to the quality of interaction and the 
quantity of interaction . Not surprisingly , there is more informa tion 
available on the quantity of interac tion , such as the amount of time 
lost with both the mother and father and the type and frequency o f  
visiting . Hetherington et al . (1978) have provided most o f  the 
information on the quality of interaction . 
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Quality of interaction . Hetherington et al . (1978) reported that 
differences between divorced and intac t  families were greatest during the 
first year of the study . Although almo st 25% of the fathers and 50% o f  
the mothers in divorced families reported improved relat ions with their 
children af ter the predivorce per�od , many problems still were evident . 
Divorced parents were more demanding and communicated less well with 
their children than did intact-family parents .  In addition , they tended 
to be more inconsistent and less affec tionate and to have less control 
over their children' s behavior . The researchers concluded that 
undes irable behavior in the children was associated with poor parenting . 
For example , disobedient , aggressive , and 'demanding behavior by children 
in divorced families was related to lower feelings of est eem and 
competence and higher feelings o f  anxiety by mothers in divorced 
families . Marked improvement occurred between the first and second year 
after divorce in the parent-child relationships in divorced families . At 
2 years af ter the divorce , divorced parents were more affec t ionate , 
consistent , and effective in their relationships with their children than 
they were immediat ely following the divorce . 
Quantity o f  interaction . Jacobson (1978) invest igated the amount o f  
time lost with the parent s for 5 1  children 3 t o  17 years o f  age from 30 
divorced families . She interviewed bo th parents and children and had 
the parents complete questionnaires about the amount of time spent with 
children and the children' s behavior .  Jacobson found that the time spent 
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with the children decreased.for both mothers (by 20 hours) and fathers 
(by 30 hours) from 2 weeks prior to the separation to 2 weeks prior to 
the interview . She found that the greater the amount of time lost with 
either parent , the poorer the adj ustment of the child . Jacobson also 
noted that there was a circular relationship between the amount of time 
lost with the parents and the child' s maladj ustment . As children lost 
more time with their parents , they became more maladj usted , and their 
parents spent less time with them. 
Kelly and Wallerstein (1�77) examined how much time various age 
groups of children actually spent with their fathers and what variables 
seemed to be related to the amount of visiting . They found that 
children who were the angriest about the divorce received the fewest 
visit s . Furthermore , the children reported that frequent access to the 
father helped them to cope with divorce . Yet 25% of the children 
received erratic visits , and only 20% of the children reported being 
content with the amount of visiting . 
Children' s React ions to Divorce 
Although many researchers may believe they are studying the impact 
of divorce on children , very few (except McDermott , 1968) actually have 
studied children before and after the divorce and noted any changes in 
behavior. Most researchers have studied children after their parents' 
divorce and have assumed that the children' s b ehaviors have been caused 
by the divorce. For example , some researchers have examined self­
concept and implied (or repor ted) that divorce is associated with a 
change in self-concept . Others have noted a variety of behavior 
problems in children after divorce occurs . 
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However, some researchers have no ted that children do have or 
develop coping mechanisms which al low them to adap t to their parents ' 
divorce (Wes tman , Cline , Swift, & Kramer, 1970) . In addition, the 
divorce may never have been perceived as a traumatic event by the child, 
depending on the amount of predivorce conflict (Landis, 1960) . 
Self-concept . Very few researchers have commented direc tly on how 
divorce is related to the self-concept of the child . When they have , 
mo st researchers have agreed that divorce is associated with a decline 
in the child ' s  self-concep t .  
Gardner ( 1956) , from interviews with a cl inical sample o f  children 
from divorced families, concluded that divorce damaged the child ' s  sense 
of self-worth and integri ty. However, because Gardner used a clinical 
sample of children and did no t interview them before and af ter the 
divorce, his conclusion should be accepted with caution . Wallers tein 
and Kelly (1975) also concluded that divorce negatively affec ted self­
concept . However , because Wallers tein and Kelly were us ing the interview 
technique and asked for retro spective data, their results also should be 
interpreted with caution . Beissinger (19 76) did no t use a clinical 
sample but did collect re trospec tive data from co llege student s .  These 
s tudents reported that they experienced lower self-es teem, self­
accep tance, and self-worth as a result of parental divorce . 
Raschke and Raschke ( 1979) · studied self-concept in children from 
divorced- and intac t-family structures and conc luded that self-concept 
was not related to family struc ture . In addition, they no ted that an 
inverse relationship exis ted be tween the amount of conflict in the 
family and children ' s  self-concept .  Thus, when children from divorced 
and intact families have been compared , no differences have been 
found . 
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Social behaviors .  McDermot t  (1968) observed 16 preschool children 
before , during , and after parental divorce. Of the 16 children , 
McDermott reported that only 2 were suffering severe problems in the 
pos tdivorc� period . Of the remaining 14 children , 8 had mild problems 
such as anger and sadness , and 6 had no apparent negative reac tions . 
McDermott also reported tha t even though mos t  of the children showed 
ini tial shock , this was followed by a res toration of skills . Thus , the 
change in behavior af ter divorce apparently is temporary and usually 
mild rather than a mass deterioration of skills. 
Wallerstein and Kelly (1974 , 1975 , 1976) and Kelly and Wallerstein 
(1976) also studied social behavior but had a much larger sample (131 
children) than did McDermott (1968) . However , they did not measure 
changes in behavior from the predivorce period and used the interview 
technique rather than observations . Preschool children in the sample 
felt guilty about the divorce, blamed themselves , and expressed fears 
about being deserted by the cus todial parents .  Quite of ten these 
children showed a regress ion in behavior. The early �atency group 
(aged 7 to 9 years) expressed sadness , lo ss , fear , and insecurity. Many 
of these children were angry at one of the parents and had an intense 
desire for the parents to reconc ile . The later latency children (aged 
10 to 12 years) were ashamed , lonely , and felt rej ected . However , they 
had a more realistic understanding of divorce and were able to express 
their feelings better than the early latency group . The adolescent 
group of children (aged 13 to 18 years) expressed strong feelings of 
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anger , sadness , and embarras sment .  They were able to see their parents 
as individuals , though; and to reassess their relationships with both 
parent s .  
Coping skills . Wes tman et al . (1970) did a case history survey in 
a child psychiatric clinic and concluded that the incidence o f  parental 
divorce was no t higher for children seen in the clinic than for the 
population at large . In other words , children from divorced families 
were not overrepresented in the clinic cases . 
Wes tman et al . (1970) criticized mos t  clinicians ' views of 
divorce . They said that mo st clinicians believe that (a) survival of the 
·child depends on an enduring , stable family unit , and (b)  divorce 
automatically ends the noncus todial parent-child relationship and causes 
bereavement . Wes tman (1972) added , "Because of the frequency of divorce,  
one cannot assume that mos t  children are adversely affec ted in a clinical 
sense" (pp . 54-55) . In fac t ,  Wes tman (1972)  stated that the stress and 
frus tration associated with divorce could strengthen coping skills and 
the capacity to .master stress . Sameroff (1975) and Kagan (1976) have 
shown that children have active , adaptive coping mechanisms , and it is 
probable that these coping skills could be used during the time of 
marital dis tress and parental divorce . 
Perceptions of family relat ionships . The degree of coping to 
parental divorce required by most children may depend on their perceptions 
of the situation . Longfellow (1979)  commented , "Often overlooked is the 
fact that the degree to which any experience affects a child depends in 
part on the way it is assimilated and unders tood by the child" (�. 287) . 
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. However , very few researchers have asked children for their perceptions 
of divorce .  Landis (1960) considered the �hildren ' s  perceptions of the 
family happiness to be an important variable in how they responded to 
divorce . He found . that if the children perceived the parents ' marriages 
to be happy before the divorces ,  then the divorces were more problematic 
for the children than if they perceived the parents ' marriages to be 
unhappy. Landis also reported , however ,  that all the children in the 
study said they felt less secure and happy immediately following the 
divorce than they had before. 
S tate of the Art 
Goode (1956) maintained that researchers cannot ascertain the 
effects of divorce on children because dif ferences between divorced-
and intact-family children may exist because of socialization practices 
rather than the legal event of divorce . Certainly definitive conclusions 
cannot be made about the effec ts of divorce from the research that has 
been conducted so far because of the mixed findings and conclusions . 
Several reasons may account for these mixed results . 
First ,  mos t  researchers have not measured children before and after 
divorce or compared children from divorced and intact families . Without 
at least one of these two s trategies incorporated into the design , it is 
difficult to draw any conclusions about the effects o f  divorce.  Even 
with one o f  these strategies , researchers cannot be sure of the direction 
of the effects unless a cross-lagged panel correlat ion technique is 
used . 
In addition , too many researchers have relied on clinical samples 
of children , interviews , and descriptive analysis .  These techniques are 
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problematic because the researcher ' s  bias can influence what and how the 
data are collec ted and repor ted . Although more obj ective techniques and 
empiricism do no t guarantee removal ' o f bias , this problem is minimized 
with these techniques .  
Finally , many researchers previously have conceptualized divorce 
as a single event . More recently , some researchers have recognized that 
before the outcomes of divorce can be studied , the processes involved 
must be considered . Hetherington et al . (1978) , Longfellow (197 9) , and 
Luepnitz (19 79) all advocated the use of mul tiple independent variables 
that were indicative of proce�ses within the family and individual 
members . 
Hetherington et al . (1978) have made other contributions to the 
conceptualization and study of divorce that are indicat ive of current 
research . They. no ted that divorce involves all of the family members and 
that the father ' s  role in this process needs to be addressed . In 
addition , they made comparisons between divorced and intact families and 
studied the individuals over a 2-year period of time . In addition , these 
researchers used multiple methods to collect their information . 
Despite these improvements , there are still many gaps in the 
divorce literature . Firs t ,  more comparisons need to be made between 
children in divorced and intac t families with regard to maj or personality 
characteris tics such as self-concept .  Second , more research is needed 
on children of all ages rather than j ust the preschool age group . And 
finally, researchers need to collect data directly from children with · 
regard to parent-child interaction and their perceptions o f  the family 
rather than relying on parental or teacher report of child behavior . 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS 
This research was conduc ted as one part of a larger proj ect in 
which data were collec ted from fathers , mother s ,  and children from 
divorced and intact famil ies . Pais (1979) analyzed data from divorced 
mothers to predict pos t-d ivo rce adj ustment . James (1979)  analyzed data 
from fa thers , mo thers , and children in divorced families . to .pred ict how 
parental adj us tment to divorce was related to the child ' s  sel f-concep t .  
I n  the present study , the relationships among family relationship 
variables , family struc ture , children ' s  self-concept ,  and children ' s  
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percept ions of parent-child relationships were examined �or children and 
mothers from divorced and intact �amilies . The speci fic hypo theses for 
the present study were that (a) mother ' s  percep tions of the quality and 
quantity o f  family relationship s ,  mo ther ' s  sel f-concept ,  and mo ther ' s  
adj ustment would be predictive of children ' s  self-concept- and 
perceptions of the quality and quantity of family relationships and (b) 
children from divorced and intact families would not dif fer wi th regard 
to self-concep t and percep tions ·of family rela tionships . 
Design 
The design for the study was a two-group comparison wi th children 
from divorced and intact families forming the two groups . Measured 
variables included mother ' s  percept ion of the quality and quant ity of 
family relationships , mother ' s  adj us tment , mother ' s  self-concept , 
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child's self-concep t ,  and child's perception of the quality and quantity 
of parent-child relationships . 
Subjects 
Data were collected from 45 divorced families and 44 intac t 
famil ies . The mother and at least one child from the family had to 
participate before the family was included in the sample . A to tal of 77 
children from divorced families and 79 children from intac t families 
participated in the study . In all ,  245 individuals were included in the 
sample . 
Sampling Procedure 
Pais {1979)  studied the post-divorce adj ustment of 62 women who had 
custody or j o int custody of the children . No data were collected from 
the children , however , so an extens ion of the Pais s tudy was begun in 
Sep tember , 19 78 . At ·that time , all of the mo thers from the Pais sample 
were contac ted and asked about the par ticipation of their children . _ Data 
were co llec ted from children in 24 of these families . Add itional names 
o f  divorced families and an initial sample of intact families were 
obtained to expand the proj ec t .  All mo thers were contac ted ini tially by 
a let ter explaining the proj ect (Appendix A) . 
Divorced families . Pais (1979)  determined eligibili ty for the 
original sample of divorced women by obtaining information from the 
divorce decree including : 
(a) the divorce had occurred , (b) the wife was Caucasian , (c)  
the marriage terminated was the wife's first marriage , (d)  there 
was at leas t one child born to the marriage and the wife had 
received ei ther full or joint cus tody of at leas t one child , and 
(e) at leas t one of the children in the mother's custody was 
under 18 years of age . (p . 38) 
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Pais established further criteria when she called the women about 
participating in the study . These criteria were that the woman had no t 
remarried and the family income prior to divorce was between $12 , 000 and 
$40 , 000 . 
Approximately 2 to 3 months after participating in the Pais (1979)  
study , the 62 women were contacted by a letter containing a description 
of the proposed research involving their children . Enclosed with each 
letter was a self-addressed , stamped postcard on which the mo ther could 
indicate whether or not she was willing to receive more information about 
the s tudy . 
A follow-up phone call was made to all participants from whom the 
researcher did not receive postcards and to all the women who wanted 
further information . Of the 51 women reached by phone , 24 agreed to 
participate . These 24 mothers had 39 children who were eligible and 
agreed to be in the study . 
Additional names of divorced women were obtained from the public 
divorce records at the Knox County Chancery Court . All divorce decrees 
filed between March , 19 7 8 ,  and Sep tember , 1978 , were read for 
eligibility based on the criteria established by Pais (1979) . A total 
of 103 women were' found to be eligible for the study . 
Current addresses and phone numbers were located for these women 
using the information on the divorce decrees , the Knoxville Telephone 
Directory , and South Central Bell Information . Addresses were ob tained 
for 9 7  women . .A letter explaining the proj ect was mailed to each of 
these women . 
To follow up the letter , telephone calls were made to the women . 
Of the 49 women that were reached by phone , 8 were not eligible for the 
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s tudy because they had remarried or because the predivorce income was 
no t in the $12, 000 to $40, 000 range . Of the . 2 3 �omen who agreed to 
participate, 21 kep t appointments with the researcher . These 21 mothers 
had 43 children , 4 of �hom were ineligible to part icipate because of age . 
Of those remaining , 38 children agreed to par ticipate . 
Intact families . The divorced mothers were asked to provide the 
names of intac t families based on the premise that it was impor tant to 
have a sample of intac t-family mo thers similar to the divorced mothers 
except for marital status . The divorced mothers were asked to give the 
names, a�dresses, and telephone numbers of friends, rela tives, or 
acquaintances tha t (a) lived in the Knoxville area, (b) had intact 
marriages (marriages which were legally intac t and in which it was the 
first marriage for both partners) , (c) had a Cauca sian wife, and (d) 
had children be tween the ages of 3 and 21 years . The divorced mo thers 
were insured that their names would no t be given to the intact�family 
mothers . Compliance wi th additional cri teria was es tab lished by calling 
the potential subj ec ts . These criteria were (a) a family income in the 
$12, 000 to $45, 000 range for the previous calendar year and (b) both 
partners working at least  20 hours per week or attending school full 
time . 
The divorced mothers provided 160 names of intac t families . 
Complete addresses were ob tained for 123 families , and phone numbers were 
available for 138 famil ies . Letters explaining the proj ect were mailed 
to these 123 families . A follow-up phone call was made to each of these 
families in order to es tablish their eligibility and willingne ss to 
participate . Of the families eligible for phone contact, 16 had a 
private number or no current listing . Of the remaining families , 30 
did no t meet at leas t one criterion , 3 3  chose not to participate , and 
44 mothers agreed to participate . These mothers had a to tal ·of 97 
children , of whom 79 part icipated in the study . 
Descriptive Information 
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Descrip tive information relevant to this study for both divorced 
and intact families included mo ther ' s  age ; participat ion in marital 
counseling ; pas t family income ; present family income ; number , age , and 
gender of children l�ving in the home and those not living at home ; 
number of hours worked per week by the mo ther ; mother ' s  educational 
level ; and whether or no t the family had changed res idence with�n the 
last 2 years . Addit ional information obtained from the divorced mo thers 
only was the number of months divorced , whether the exspouse lived in 
Knox County , and number of miles the exspouse .lived from the mother ' s  
current res idenc e .  For intac t-family mothers , addit ional information 
obtained included whether the couple ever had separated and number of 
months since a low point in the marital relationship (to correspond to 
the number of months divorced) . Tables and frequency counts for these 
variables are contained in Appendix B (Tables A-1 and A-2) . 
The divorced- and intact-family mothers were similar in age , number 
of children , and the past family income (prior to divorce for the 
divorced group) . The divorced group married younger , had less educat ion , 
was not as likely to have sought marital counseling , and worked more 
hours per week than the intact-family mothers . 
Another important variable that dist inguished between the two groups 
of women was stability of residence . As might be expec ted , the divorced 
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group had changed residence more than the intact group a t  a ratio 
slightly over 2: 1 .  Moving , at the least , is considered a transit ion 
event requiring adjustment to a new community , a new school system,  and 
new neighbors (Weissman & Paykel , 1972) . 
Another variable with an impor tant pat tern was the amount of time 
since the low point in the marital relationship . Although the mean 
response was over 3 year s , the modal response was that it was occurring 
at the time of assessment . In addition , the median response was 
between 6 months and 1 year before the assessment , which corresponded 
clo sely to the length of time divorced for the divorced group . Thus , 
the low point in the marital relationship was a recent experience for 
mos t  of these women , making them similar to the divorced women in terms 
of the time period of life they were using as a referent in completing 
the questionnaires . 
Measurement 
Questionnaires were used to collec t data from the mothers and a 
combination o f  quest ionnaire and interview techniques were used with 
children. All mothers completed the Tennessee Sel f-Concept Scale (TSCS) . 
Divorced-family mothers completed the Blair ' s  Divorc�es Adj ustment 
Instrument (BDAI) and the Family Relations Inventory (FRI) , and the 
intact-family mothers completed the Index of Adj ustment (IA) and the 
Family Relations Inventory for Intact Families (FRI IF) . Instruments used 
with the children in divorced and intac t families were the Index of 
Adj ustment and Values (IAV) , Self-Concept Referents Test (SCRT) , 
Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire (BPBQ) , and Social Schemas 
(S S) . All mother and child ins truments , except for the TSCS , and 
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relevant information on scoring and/or testing materials , are contained 
in Appendices C and D ,  respec tively . 
Mother ' s  Inst ruments 
All mothers comp le ted a self-concep t measure , a family relations 
measure , and an adj ustment measure . The content of the family relations 
and adj us tment measures differed slightly for divorced- and intact­
family mothers ,  but the format and scoring were exactly the same for 
instruments which were designed to measure similar construc ts . 
Reliability coefficients for each scale are in Appendix E (Tables A-3 
and A-4) . Items which diminished scale reliability were dropped . 
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale . Fitts (1964) developed the TSCS as a 
measure o f  self-concept .  · The instrument contains subscales dealing with 
various aspects of an individual ' s  self-concept such as personal 
attractiveness and moral charac ter . In addit ion , there is a total scale 
which yields a self-concept score for all of the subscales combined . The 
total scale cons ists of . lOO items . The individual chooses from among 
five alternatives that range �rom completely false to compl�tely true . 
Cronbach ' s  alpha was computed to assess reliability for the present 
study . Information on the rel iability and validity of the TSCS was 
repor ted in the ins truc tion manual (Fitts , 1964) . In a tes t-retest 
study over a 2-week period , reliability scores ranged from . 6 1  to . 92 on 
the various subscales in the inst rument . Only the Total Positive sub­
scale was used in this s tudy , and its reliability was reported by Fitt s  
a s  . 92 .  Fitts reported several measures of validity . Social science 
professionals were used to assess content validity , and only items on 
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which there was unanimous agreement were included in the ins trument . In 
addition , tne TSCS has been tested for construc t validity . Scores of 
psychiatric patients were different from nonpatients ' scores . Criterion-
related validity exists for the TSCS because it has been correlated with 
other personality measures such as the MMP I .  
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Blair ' s  Divorcees Adjustment Instrument . The instrument was 
developed originally by Blair (1970) and modified by Salts (1976) . The 
modified version of the instrument used in this study contains 93 items . 
Each item consists of a s tatement for which the respondent decided how 
true it was of her feelings and behaviors . The instrument consists of 
two subscales , one which measures present adj ustment and the other which 
measures past adj ustment or adj us tment at the time of divorce .  The 
items for the two sub scales are identical except for the time period the 
mother was asked to use as a referent ( i . e . , at the time of her divorce 
or now) . There were six possible responses to each item ranging -from 
always or almost always true to always or almost always not true . 
For the present s tudy , reliability was assessed using Cronbach ' s  
alpha . Salts ( 1976) reported that six professionals evaluated the 
original instrument for content validity . Pais (1979) also used a 
content validity procedure to assess the modifications she made to the 
Salts version . The instrument was administered to a small sample of 
divorced mothers at The University of Tennessee , Knoxville . These women 
provided feedback on the clarity of the instrument and the representa-
tiveness of the items with regard to the divorce adj us tment process . 
Index of Adjustment . The IA consists of 84 items and was 
developed by Kanoy , Cunningham, and White (1979) to parallel the BDAI . 
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Each item consists of a statement to which the respondent decided how 
true it was of her feelings and behaviors .  The instrument consists of 
two subscales , one which measures adj ustment at the time of a low point 
in the marriage and one which measures present adj ustment . The items' 
for the two subscales were identical except for the time period the 
mother was supposed to use as a referent (i . e . , when she experienced a 
low point in her marital relationship or now) . There were six possible 
responses to each item which were identical to those on the BOA! . 
Reliability for the IA was determined by using Cronbach ' s  alpha for 
each of the two subscales . Construct validity was determined by having 
five family s tudies professionals from The U�ivers ity of Tennessee , 
Knoxville , j udge the instrument according to how it measured the construct 
of adj ustment as defined earlier in this paper . The professionals  
concurred that the ins trument was appropriate and thorough in  its  
measurement of past and present adj ustment . 
Family Relations . Inventory. This ins trument was developed by Pais 
(1978)  and consisted of 64 items . Sociodemographic informat ion as well 
as information about family relationships were contained in these items . 
An additional 19 items were added to the original instrument to assess 
the mother ' s  involvement with the children and her use of day care . 
Five variables from the instrument that were used to measure family 
relationships were assessed for reliability using Cronbach ' s  alpha . The 
validity of the 83 items was determined by a construct validity 
procedure . Five family s tudies professionals from The University . of 
Tennessee , Knoxville , reviewed the instrument for its measurement of 
family relationship variables as defined earlier in this paper . The 
professionals ' responses ranged from agree to somewhat agree regarding 
the ability of the instrument to measure the qual ity and quantity of 
family relationships·. 
Family Relations Inventory for Intac t Families . This inst rument 
was developed by Kanoy , Cunningham, and White (1979) based on the FRI . 
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The instrument contains 81 items measuring sociodemographic informat ion , 
use of day care , and family relat ionship variables . The speci fic family 
relat ionship variables on the FRI and FRIIF are the mother ' s  perceptions 
of the quality and quantity of mo ther-child and father-child interac t ion 
and her perceptions of the quality of her relat ionship with the (ex) spouse . 
Cronbach ' s  alpha was used to determine the reliab ility o f  each o f  
these variables . Construc t validity was determined for this inst rument 
by five family studies profess ionals from The Univers ity of �ennessee , 
Knoxville . The profess ionals evaluated how well the instrument measured 
various aspects of family relationships . The professionals varied in 
their specific responses but generally. agreed that the instrument was an 
appropriate measure o f  family . relat ionship variables . 
Children ' s  Instruments 
Children in divorced and intact families completed the · same 
sets of age-appropriate instruments . All children completed the SS , 
children between the ages of 10 and 21 years comple ted the BPBQ , and all 
children completed some type of self-concept measure . Children be tween 
3 and 7 years o f  age completed the SCRT , children between the ages o f  8 
and 10 years completed the Elementary School IAV , children between the 
ages of 11 and 14 years completed the Junior High School IAV , chi ldren 
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between the ages of 15 and 18 completed the High School IAV , and 
children 19 and older comple ted the Adult IAV . Reliability coefficients 
for each instrument are in Appendix E .  All items which diminished the 
reliability of a scale were dropped . 
Social Schemas . The SS technique was developed by Kuethe ( 196 2) , 
who asked college students to place various figures on a felt board in 
order to examine the schemas or social sets people develop in relat ion 
to other individuals . Kuethe hypothesized that people wi th similar 
experiences would show a commonality in how they placed the figures � 
He also suggested that if the same response �as typical for many people , 
it would be indicat ive of a pervasive tendency in the culture . For his 
purposes , Kuethe used the following figures : man , woman , child , dog , 
square , circle, triangle ,  and three rectangles , each o f  a different 
height . 
The materials for the SS used in this s tudy were a piece of blue 
felt 1 yard by 2 yards ( . 91 m by 1 . 82 m) and felt figures be tween 6 and 
10 inches ( ;15 m and . 25 m) representing a man , a woman , a child , and 
two rectangles . All children were asked to place -various combinations 
on the felt in any manner they wished . ·In order of presentation to the 
subj ec ts , the sets were : (a) woman and child ; (b) man and child : (c) 
man and woman ; (d) man , woman , and child : (e) woman , child , and two 
rectangles ; (f)  man , child , and two rec tangles ; (g) man,  woman , and two 
rectangles ; and (h) man , woman , child , and two rec tangles . As the child 
placed the figures on the felt board , the research assistant recorded the 
position of ·the figures on a scaled model of the felt board . 
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Reliability was determined for the SS by the tes t-retest method . 
Five children from each of three different age groups (3 to 5 years of 
age, 6 to 11 years of age, and 12 to 21 years of age) were adminis tered 
the SS twice within a 4-week period of time . Reliability was established 
for the dis tance scale, £( 13) = . 78,  � < . 007; and for the nonhuman 
barriers scale, £( 13) = . 38 , � < . 16 .  
Cons truc t validity for the SS was determined by comparing the 
dis tance and nonhuman barrier s subscales to the var iables measuring the 
quality and quantity of family relationships from the FRI IF or FRI . For 
in tac t families, the dis tance between the child and mo ther, child and 
father, and mother and father were correlated negatively with the 
quality of husband-wife interaction . The number o f  nonhuman barriers 
between any two of the figures was not correlated with any of the 
variables from the FRIIF . For the divorced families, none of the 
dis tance variables was correlated with any variables from the FRI . The 
only nonhuman barriers variable correlated with the FRI was a negat ive 
relat ionship be tween the quantity of mother-child interac tion and the 
nonhuman barriers between the child and father . 
Although the FRI and SS were used as measures of family 
relat ionships, these two instruments were not measuring the same 
constructs . Whereas the FRI was " designed for the mother to give her 
perceptions of the qual ity and quant ity of family relationships, the S S  
was designed t o  measure ·the perceived physical dis tance between any two 
family members . In addition, the SS contained a variable which was used 
to measure the number of nonhuman barriers perceived be tween any two 
members by the child . Yet, the dis tance scores for in tac t families were 
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correlated with the quality of husband-wife interac tion . I t  appears , 
then , that a relat ionship may exist between the mother ' s and child ( ren) ' s 
percep tions of the quality and quantity o f  family relat ionships in intact 
families . 
Self-Concept Referents Test . This measure was adapt ed from the 
Brown IDS Self-Concep t Referents Tes t ( Brown , n. d . )  and the Thomas Self­
Concept and Values Tes t (Thomas , 1967)  by Kan�y , Cunningham , and White 
( 19 78) . The ins trument contains 14 it ems for which the children choose 
between two alternatives such as happy or sad . All 14 items were 
adminis tered three times to ascertain how the children perceived 
themselves and how they thought their mothers and fathers perceived 
them . Thus , three scores were obtained for each child : a self score , 
a mo ther score , and a father score . 
Cronbach ' s  alpha was computed for the self score . Cons truc t 
validity for the SCRT was determined by asking f ive child development 
pro fessionals from The University o f  Tennessee ,  Knoxville , to review the 
instrument for its measurement of self-concept as defined earlier in 
this paper . �n general ,  the inst rument was rated very high in construct 
· validity .  However , most of the professionals believed that 3-year-olds 
would have difficulty unders tanding the terms and switching referents . 
Index of Adjustment and Values . This instrument is a self-report 
measure developed by Bills (19 75) to unders tand bet ter how children 
perceive themselves , how they feel about the way they are , and how they 
would like to be . Four different forms of this instrument were used 
depending on the age and/or grade of the child in school .  Each form of 
the instrument contains descrip tive adj ec tives appropriate to that 
particular age of children . 
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Bills (1975) reported spli t-half reliabilities for each of the test 
forms to be between . 74 and . 96 .  Cronbach ' s  alpha was used with the 
present data to determine internal consis tency scores . To assess content 
validity, Bills administered the instrument to age-appropria te children . 
Those trait words which showed a greater average variation than the 
average varia tion of the children on all of the items were elimina ted . 
Concurrent validity was de termined by correlations o f  the IAV "How I Am" 
scores with the Phil lips Atti tudes Toward Self and Others Quest ionnaire 
and the Califo rnia Test of Personality . Correlations o f  the "How I Am" 
scores were signi ficant at the . 01 alpha level with the Phillips and . 05 
alpha level with the Cal ifornia Tes t of Personality . 
Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire . The BPBQ was 
developed by Devereux, Bronfenbrenner, and Suci (1962) . Siegelman ( 1965) 
determined tha t the 45-item quest ionnaire consists of three maj or 
factors :  loving, demanding, and punishing . Each item contains a stem 
and five response cho ices ranging from always to never . �he respondent 
checks the cho ice that best describes his /her relationship with the 
mother or fa ther . 
A Cronbach ' s  alpha was computed on each factor to a�sess reliability 
for the present study . Siegelman (1965) previously had tes ted the BPBQ 
for reliability and validity . Internal consis tency coefficients based 
on the factors of loving, demanding, and . punishing ranged from . 70 to 
. 91 .  Construct val idity was determined by factor analyses done for 
males with a mo ther referent (male-mother ) ,  males with a father referent 
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(male-father) , females with a mother referent (female-mother) , and 
females with a father referent (female-father) .  The first three factors 
of loving , demanding , and punishing accounted for 62% of the variance . 
for male-father , 54% for male-mother , 57% for female-father , and 50% for 
female-mother . Each of the remaining three factors considered for males 
and females accounted for less than 9% of the total variance .  
Data Collection 
A convenient time for testing each mother and her child (ren) was 
arranged by calling the mother . Data were collected from the families 
in their own homes . All testing was done by research assistants who 
were trained to answer participants ' questions and to adminis ter the 
ins truments . 
Upon entering the home of a family , . the research assis tant asked 
each participant in that home to read and sign an informed consent form 
(Appendix F) . Any children that were able to read were given the 
children ' s  form to read and sign . For any child that could not read , 
the as sistant read the form to the child , obtained his/her verbal 
permission , and either signed as a witness  or asked the mother to do so . 
Before beginning to work with the child (ren) , · the research assis tant 
asked the mother to complete her ques tionnaires,  in another room if she 
had not completed them for Pais (1979) . The mother was given the 
opportunity to ask any questions at this time . If  it was not convenient 
for the mother to complete her questionnairec at this time , she · was 
asked to complete them in one block of time during the next week. The 
research assistant made arrangements to return to the home a week later 
to collect the instruments . At this time, the ass istant reviewed the 
quest ionnaires to de termine if they were complete .  I f  any quest ions 
were not answered, the mo ther was asked to read the item and give her 
response . 
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After exp laining the mo ther ' s  instrumen ts .to her, the assis tant · 
worked with each child separately in a quiet place . Before beginning, 
the assistant talked to each child to es tablish rapport . After 5 to 10 
minutes, the testing began . Af ter completing the first test, the child 
took a break to prevent fatigue or boredom with the task . Dep ending on 
the age and interests of the child, the assistant talked wi th him/her, 
played a game, or read a story . Testing was cont inued after 5 to 10 
minutes . 
After the quest ionnaires had been completed by each par tic ipant in 
the home, the research assis tant s tayed to discuss the proj ec t with the 
mother and/or child (ren) if they desired . Any que st ions abo ut the study 
were answered except for those relating to the -hypothes es (because of 
possible risks or inaccurate speculat ions) . 
Data were collec ted from all partic ipant s from divorced families 
between September, 1978 ,  and March, 1979 , and from all intact families 
be tween June , 1979 , and October, 1979 . At the conc lusion of the study , 
a summary of all proj ec t result s was mailed to each home . The le tter 
contained the proj ect directors ' addresses and phone numbers in case the 
par ticipants had any quest ions . 
Operat ional Definitions 
The variables of interest were the same for divorced- and in tac t­
family mo thers and for divorced- and intact-family children . Spec ific 
item numb ers for all variables can be found in Appendix G .  Only those 
items which were no t dropped from the scale when computing reliability 
coefficients were included in the operational definitions . 
Mothers 
A variety of variables were used to measure the quality and 
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quantity of family relat ionships .  In all cases , the mother ' s  perceptions 
were measured from items on the FRI (divorced mo thers) or FRIIF ( intac t­
family mothers) .  The quality of husband-wife (exhusband-exwife) , mo ther­
child , and father-child interac tion was measured by items pertaining to 
the mother ' s  satisfac tions with the interac t ion and her beliefs about 
the amount of interact ion and conflict in the interac tion. The mother ' s  
perceptions about the quantity of mother-child and father-child 
interaction were obtained by items measuring the number of activities 
done together , the amount of time spent together , and the degree of 
responsibility given to the child for determining how the time would be 
�pent . 
Three other variables relating to individual well-being were 
measured for each mother . Pas t adj ustment for the divorced mothers was 
measured by items on the BDAI relat ing to the mothers ' feelings and 
behaviors at the time of divorce . Pas t adj us tment for the intac t-family 
mothers was measured by items on the IA per taining to the mo thers ' 
behaviors and feelings at the time of a low point 'in the mar ital 
relationship . For divorced- and intac t-family mo thers , present adj ust­
ment was computed by using items relating to feelings an.d behaviors at 
the present time from the BDAI . and IA, respec tively . An average score 
of from 1 to 6 was possible on each of these subscales . A final 
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variable , self-concept , was measured b y  the TSCS for �oth divorced- and 
intac t-family mothers . The mothers completed items relating to their 
perceptions and evaluations of themselves . An average score of 1 to 5 
was possible on this scale . 
Children 
All children from divorced and intac t families completed the SS . 
Variables of interest from the SS and the way of computing each were : 
(a) distance--the amount of spac e between any two of the figures on the 
felt board , and (b) nonhuman barriers--the number of rectangles placed 
between any _two of the human figures . 
Each child completed the SCRT or a form of the IAV as a measure of 
self-concept . Bo th of these instruments contain a self score which was 
used to indicate the child ' s  percept ions and �valuations of him/herself . 
The response choices on these ins truments ranged from 0 to 1 (SCRT) to 
1 to 5 (High School and Adult IAV) . All self-concept scores were 
standardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviat ion of 1 so that 
the scores would be comparable �or data analysis . 
On the BPBQ , the loving factor contained items about the amount of 
freedom the parent granted , how often the parent shared experiences with 
the child , and how close the child felt to the parent . The demanding 
fac tor was measured by items dealing with how much responsibility the 
parent gave to him/her and how closely the parent monitored the child ' s 
activities . The punishing factor related to how of ten the parent 
punished the child and the types of methods used in punishment . 
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Statistical Analyses 
Separate stepwi se multiple regression analyses were used to predict 
children ' s  self-concept and perceptions of parent-child relationships in 
bo th divorced and intact families . The predictor variables in the models 
were the mother ' s  past adj ustment , present adj ustment , self-concept , and 
perceptions of the quantity and qual ity of family relationships . The 
scores for all children from a family were averaged for the se ana lyses so 
that each mother ' s  data would be used only once in the computations . 
Only those variables which accounted for an add it ional 10% of the 
variance were included in the model (except for the f irst variable of 
each model) . 
A multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was used to 
determine if children from divorced and intac t families differed with 
regard to self-concept and perceptions of the quality and quanti ty of 
family relationships . In each analysis , age was used as a covariate to 
adj ust for any initial age dif ferences between the two groups . Three 
separate analyses were used because not all children received all 
instruments . These three analyses were : (a) all children from divorced 
and intact families were compared with regard to self-concep t ;  (b) all 
children were compared on their perceptions of the quality and quantity 
of family relationships ob tained from the SS ; and (c) all children 10 
years of age and older were compared on the variables from the BPBQ 
regarding perceptions of the quality of parent-child interac tion . 
For both the stepwise regression and multivariate analysis of 
covariance , the . 10 alpha level was used to determine significance . 
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This somewhat liberal level was chosen because some of the instruments 
never had been used and the sample size was limited given the number of 
variables studied . 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Regression analyses and MANCOVA were used to answer the research 
questions . Item intercorrelations were examined to determine the 
· amount of shared variance between predictor and criterion variables . 
The means and standard deviations were computed so the degree and 
direc tion of the univariate results could be examined . A final section 
contains a summary of the findings and s tatements about the hypotheses .  
Regression Analyses 
A stepwise multiple regression procedure was used to answer the 
ques tion of which parental variab les could be used to predict the 
child ' s  self-concept and perceptions of parent-child relationships . F 
values were computed for a simple linear model with each predictor 
variable entered in descending order . The best model for each variable 
is listed in Tab le 4-1 for children from d ivorced families and Table 4-2 
for children from intact families � 
Predic tors of Self-Concept 
Different parental variables were the best predictors of self­
concept for children from divorced and intac t families . In divorced 
families , the mo ther ' s  present adj ustment was the best predictor, whereas 
in intact families , the mother ' s past adj ustment was the best predictor .  
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Table 4-1 
Stepwise Regression Procedure for Predicting Children's Self-Concept 
and Perceptions of Parent-Child Relationships : 
Divorced Families 
Univariate Multivariate 
Criterion Variable Predictor Variable B a .d.f. .Bl l. .2. 
Child's sel f-concept Mother's present adj us tment . 40 . 19 1 , 4 3 . 09 4 . 48 . 04 
Mo ther loving Quality of mother-child interaction - . 38 . 14 1 , 21 . 26 7 . 41 . 01 
Mother demanding Quality of husband-wife interac t ion . 36 . 14 1 , 21 . 24 6 . 58 . 02 
Mother punishing Quality of father-child interac tion . 2 9 . 13 1 , 21 . 20 5 . 24 . 03 
Father loving Quantity of father-child interac tion - . 36 . 11 1 , 21 . 34 10 . 72 . 004 
Father demanding Quality of husband-wife interac tion . 29 . 13 1 , 21 . 19 4 . 91 . 04 
Father punishing Qual ity of father-child interac tion . 20 . 08 1 , 21 . 2 3 6 . 28 . 02 
Dis tance between the 
child and mother Mother's present adj ustment . 20 . 15 1 , 4 3 . 04 1 . 7 7 . 19 
Dis tance between the 
child and fa ther Mother's past adj ustment - . 36 . 15 1 , 4 3 . 08 3 . 58 . 06 
Dis tance between the 
mother and father Quality o f  father-child interaction - . 17 . 12 1 , 43 . 04 2 . 05 . 16 
Nonhuman barriers between 
the child and mother Mother's self-concept - . 66 . 33 1 , 4 3 . 09 4 . 09 . 05 
Nonhuman barriers between 
the child and father Mother's sel f-concep t  - . 7 5 • 29 1 �43 . 1 3 6 .  7 2  . 01 
Nonhuman barriers between 
the mother and father Mother's sel f-concept - . 86 . 30 1 , 4 3 . 16 8 . 49 . 01 ""' 
...... 
Table 4-2 
Stepwise Regression Procedure for Predic ting Children ' s  Self-Concept 
and Perceptions of Parent-Child Relationships :  
Intact Families 
Univariate Multivariate 
Criterion Variable Predictor Variable(s) e SE df &:2 F ,g, === - - = 
Child ' s  self-concept Mo ther ' s  pas t adj us tment - . 4 1 . 1 7 1, 42 . 12 5 . 82 . 02 
Mother loving Mother ' s  self-concept . 35 . 2 3 1, 24 . 09 2 . 31 . 14 
Mother demanding Quality of mother-child interaction . 32 . 12 
Quality of father-child interac tion - . 24 . 11 2, 23 . 25 3 . 91 . 03 
Mother punishing Qual ity of father-child interaction - . 26 . 13 1, 24 . 14 3 . 80 . 06 
Father loving Mother ' s  self-concept . 4 1 • 24 1, 24 . 11 2 . 91 . 10 
Father demanding Quality of father-child interaction - . 34 . 12 
Quality of mother-child int eraction . 25 . 13 2, 23 . 27 4 . 2 7 . 03 
Father punishing Quality of fa ther-child interaction - . 38 . 12 1, 24 . 29 9 . 93 . 004 
Distance between the Quality of husband-wife interaction - . 4 7 . 12 
child and mother Quality of father-child interac tion . 40 . 13 2 , 4 1  . 28 7 . 83 . 001 
Distance between the Quai ity of husband-wife interaction - . 48 . 1 5 
child and father Quality of father-child interac tion . 3 5 . 16 2, 41 . 20 5 . 16 . 01 
Dis tance between the Quality of husband-wife interac tion - . 41 . 13 2 , 4 1  . 20 5 . 28 . 01 
mother and father Quality of father-child interaction . 3 2 . 14 
Nonhuman barriers between Quality of father-child interac tion . 10 . 07 1, 42 . 04 1 . 88 . 18 
the child and mother 
Nonhuman barriers between Mother ' s  self-concept . 29 . 16 1, 42 . 07 3 . 16 . 08 
the child and father 
Nonhuman barriers between Mo ther ' s  present adj us tment - . 12 . 10 1, 42 . 03 1 . 42 . 2 4 1.1'1 N 
the mother and father 
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Predic tors of the Quality and Quant i ty of Family Relat ionships 
Two dif ferent techniques were used to ascer tain children ' s  
percep tions of family relat ionships . Whereas the BPBQ was used to 
measure the quality of family relat ionships , the SS may measure quantity 
as well as quality of family relationships . 
Criterion variables from the BPBQ. The best predictor variables 
for how loving the mother and father were perceived to be differed for 
the two groups of children . For divorced-family children , the quality 
of mother-child interac tion was predictive of how loving she was 
perceived to be , and .the quantity of fa ther-child interaction (as 
perceived by the mother) was predic tive of how loving the father was 
perceived to be . For the intact-family children , none of the variab les 
was a significant predic tor for how loving the mother was perceived to 
be . The mo ther ' s  self-concep t was the best predictor for how. loving the 
father was perceived to be . 
How demand ing both the mother and fa ther in divorced families were 
perceived to be was predicted from the qua lity of husband-wife 
interaction . For intact families , the parent-child relationships were 
bet ter predictors , wi th the quality of mother-child and father-child 
interac tion predictive of how demanding the children perceived the 
mother and father to be . 
Although different pat terns were evident for the loving and 
demanding variables , the same variable was predictive o f  how punishing 
bo th mothers and fathers in divorced and intact families were perceived 
to be . The quality of father-child interac tion was the only predictor 
in each of these cases . 
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Cri terion variables from 1:he SS . The distance variable on the S S  
was used t o  measure children ' s  perceptions of the quality and quantity 
of family interac tion . In divorced families , f�r two of the three 
cri terion variables there was no t a predictive model significant at the 
. 10 level or beyond . However , the mother ' s  pas t adj ustment was 
pred ictive of the distance be tween the child and father . In intact 
families , the quality of husband-wife interaction and the quality of 
father-child interaction were predictive of the dis tance between the 
child and mother , the child and father , and the mo ther and father . 
The number of nonhuman barriers between any two family members was 
design�d as a measure of the quality of family rela tionships . In 
divorced families , the mother ' s  self-conc ept was predictive of the numb er 
of nonhuman barriers between the mother and child , father and child, and 
mother and father . The mother ' s  self-concept in intact families was 
predic tive of the number of nonhuman barriers between the father and 
child . The mother ' s  perception o f  the quality o f  father-child interaction 
was predictive of the numb er of nonhuman barriers between the mother and 
child, and her present adj ustment was predictive of the numb er of nonhuman 
barriers between the mother and father . 
Intercorrelations Among Variables 
Intercorrelations among all the predictor and criterion variables 
are presented in Tables 4-3 and 4-4 . In intact families , many of the 
variables pertaining to the quality and quantity of family relationships 
were intercorrela ted beyond the . 10 level . In divorced families , some 
variables pertaining to the quality and quantity of parent-child 
interaction were related , and the variables pertaining to children ' s  
Table 4-l 
lntercot"uluion Katrb for Mother and Child Verlablet: Divorced Faailies 
(N • 4 S )  
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VariablBI SELF LOY DEK PUll YLOV fDDt rPIJN DlCHHO DlCHFA DIKJFA NBCHJ10 NBCHFA NBHOFA ACE QNFACll QLFACH QLHW QLK>CH QNMOCH PASADJ PREADJ SELFCON 
SILl - . 16 . 36  .64 -.u . 2 7  . H  - . zo -.11 -.01 
. 47 . 10 .001 .62 . 22 .18 . 1 7  . 4 7  .68 
LOY . 16 - . 25 . 29 . IS - . 36 - . 04  . 00 2  .09 
.46 . 25 . 18 . 48 . 09  .8S .99 .66 
DEK . 6S .07 .80 .43 . 14 -.01 -.Ol 
.001 . n  .0001 .004 . so .97 .82 
PUll - . 06  . 5 5  • 70 - . 10 - . 1 5  - . 2 1  
. 77 .01 .0002 .64 .49 . 34 
FLOV .20 - . 2 3  . 006  .05 .04 
. )6 . 28 .98 .84 .86 
f'DEH .43 . IS .18 .ll 
.04 .49 . 4 1  . 53 
FPUM .001 -. 002 -.006 
.99 .99 . 98 
DlCIIMCl • 76 .so 
. 0001 .0001 
OICHFA . 84  
.0001 
D!HOFA 
NSCHHO 
NICHFA 
NIHOFA 
ACE 
QNFACH 
QLFACll 
QUill 
QIJIOCII 
QNHOCH 
PASADJ 
PREADJ 
SELFCON 
N�te. The fint nu.ber in each entry h !. and the aecond h 2. 
SELF • Child'a Hlf-conce.pt 
LOY • Mother lo•taa 
DDt • Mother d ... ncltna 
PUll • Mother punhhtq 
n.ov • father lo'l'iq 
FDEK • Pather d ... Mtna 
FPUM • Father pu.nhhin& 
DlCHMO • Dhtance buwea. the child and 110ther 
DtCKFA • Dhtance betv .. n the child and father 
DlHOFA • Dbtance betweea the ·.,ther and father 
triiCHHO • Nonhu..n barrier• between the child and 110ther 
- . 19 
.21 
.08 
. n  
. 19 
. 38 
. 14 
. 53 
. 38 
.07 
.05 
.81 
.04 
.84 
- . 2 7  
. 0 7  
- . 23 
. u  
- . 2l 
. 10 
-.29 - . 10 -.04 .16 . 14 - . 07 . 1 2  .sa .16 
.Ol .49 .76 . 3 0  . 34 .63 .44 .01 . 28 
. 1 8  -.02 .36 - . 16 - . lS . 02 - . 51 - . u  - . u  
. 4 1  .92 .09 . 4 6  . 1 0  . 9 1  .01 .65 .49 
.OJ .01 . 39 .40 .41 . 49 .07 -.06 . 10 
.89 .96 .06 .06 .os .02 • 74 .86 .63 
-.11 -.02 .02 . n  . 4 5  . 4 3  . 4 1  . 21 . u  
. 6 2  . 9 )  .94 . 15 .03 . 04  .05 .54 . lO 
. 27 . 06  .)9 - . ss - . 56 - . 16 -.u . 2 5  . 08  
. 21  . 7 7  .06 .004 .004 . 4 5  . 50 .46 .71 
- . 18 - :o1 . )2 ,)0 . 32 . 4 3  - . 13 - . 28 . 26 
.41 . 74 . u  .16 .14 .04 . 54 .40 . 2 3  
-.01 .07 .01 . )0 .48 . )7 . )S - . 1 1  - . 12 
.97 • 76 .97 . 16 .02 .09 . 10 • 76 . 59 
- . 22 - . 3 5  . 1 5  - . 003 - . 19 -.08 .02 - . 06 . 14 
. u  .02 . )4 .98 . 22 . l8 . 87 • 78 . 35 
-. 2l - . 34 . 28 -.01 -.ZI .00) .03 . 16 . 28 
.10 ,02 .06 .91 . 18 . 98 .82 .49 .07 
- . 2 )  -.22 .24 .04 - . 21 •.04 -.0) .06 .06 
. 1 2  . l l  . 1 1  . 8 1  . 16 • 76 .84 .81 .70 
. 8 )  • 7l -.n .04 . I S  . 0 5  -.08 . 34 - .05 
. 0001 .0001 .04 .81 . 33 • 72 . 68 . 13 . 70 
• 76 - . 17 - . 08 . 14 .02 - .01 - . 39 - . 19 
.0001 .07 .S7 . 37 .92 .94 .08 . 20 
- . 2 2  .oos . 21 . 0 1  .02 -.35 - . 20 
.14 .97 . 16 . 96  .91 . 12 . 19 
.08 - . 25 - . 05 - . 1 2  . 15 . 11 
.60 . 10 • 74 .44 .51 .46 
. lZ .27 .02 . 1 2  -.001 
.0002 .07 .89 . 60 .99 
.S3 . 26 .02 . I I  
.0002 .08 .92 .46 
. 2 9  -.04 .09 
.Ol .86 . 5 7  
.6S .07 
.001 .62 
. 16 
. 48 
NBCHFA • Nonhuaan barrier• between the child and father 
NB."'IFA • Nonhu.an bacriert between the .ather and hther 
AGE • Child 'a a1e 
QKFACH • Quantity of father-child interaction 
QLFACH • Quality of father-child interaction 
QLHW • Qu.I!Uty of (u )hu!'b•ftd-(exlwlf,e interact ion 
QLMOCH • Quality of .other-child interaction 
QNt«X:H • Quantity of IIOther-child inuractioo 
PASADJ • Pa•t adjun .. nt 
PREADJ • Present adj�.atteent 
SELFCON • Mother' 1 eelf .. concf'pr 
. 30  .H 
.04 .OS 
- . 2 7  -.02 
. 22 . 9 3  
.zo .19 
. 37 . 38 
.28 . 30 
. 19 . 16 
.002 - . 1 7  
.99 .42 
. 27 .07 
. 21 • 74 
-.03 .21 
.88 .ll 
.20 .10 
. 19 .49 
. 27 . 1 9  
.07 .20 
. 10 . 08 
.49 . lS 
- . 2 1  - . 29 
. 1 7  .OS 
- . 35 • . 37 
. 0 2  .01 
- . ]) -.40 
.02 .01 
.ll .20 
. 37 . 20 
.08 . 1 7  
. 61 . 2 l  
. 14 .01 
. 36 .93 
.11 . ll 
. 46 . 39 
. l l  .42 
. 39 .004 
. 27 . 54 
. 2) .01 
.84 .42 
. 0001 .oo• 
. 4 7 
.001 
Table 4-4 
laterconelatloa MaU'U. lor Kothe:f' aa.d Child Variable•: Intact P•lliaa 
(N • 44) 
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Yarlab1u SELF LOV O EM  PUN FLOV F1lEM FPUN DIClll!O DICHFA DIHOFA NBCHHO NBCHFA HBMOFA AG I!.  QIIUCII QU'A.CII QUill QLitOCII QIIIIOCII PASAIIJ PII&AIIJ S&i.lCOII 
RI.r -.47 - . 06  -.()2 -.47 - . 35 . 05 - . 11 -.09 -.22 
.�1 
• 76 .91 .01 . 08 .80 .48 .5J .14 
LOY -.28 -.24 .84 . 1 )  -.11 -.006 .05 .07 
. 16 . 24 .001 .52 .58 .97 • 79 . 72 
OEM . 52 -.09 · "  .08 .19 . 2 1  .09 
.01 .66 .OOJ .71 . 34 . )l .65 
PUN -.OJ .46 • 72 -.09 -.01 -.05 
. 8 7  .01 .001 .64 . 97 . 78 
nov . 16 -. 17 .01 .07 . 10 
.44 .41 .97 .74 .61 
F1lEM ,)7 -. 09 -.05 -.14 
.06 .66 
• 78 .48 
FPUN -.17 - . 10 -.11 
.41 . 6 )  . 57 
DICIOIO .88 .86 
. 0001 .0001 
OICHFA .82 
.001 
DIHOFA 
liBCliMO 
HICHFA 
NJHOFA 
AGE 
QNFACH 
QLFAQI 
QLHW 
QLitOCH 
QNMOCH 
PASADJ 
PR£ADJ 
S!LFCON 
Mau. The Uut nu.ber in each en.uy i.e !. and the •econd h !.· 
Abbr•vlu loa& for v.ulabh leve ls are as follows: 
SELF • Child' a aelt-c:ODCept 
L09 • Mother lowlaa 
Dflt 
• ttother 4-.ndtaa 
PUN 
• Mother pun.bhia.a 
FL0V • Father lOYiftl 
FDEM • Father d .. odtna 
FPUN • rather puniahln& 
DICIOtO • Ohtance betvee:a the ehll4 and. .ather 
DICHFA • Dhuoce between the child aDd fathu 
DIMOPA • Dittance betv.en t.ta. .,ther and father 
NICKI«l • Monh�n barrier. &etveeo the chlld and -.;,Uer 
-.10 
.50 
- . 2 1  
.J() 
- . 0 7  
. 71 
.02 
.92 
-.17 
. )8 
- . 06  
. 7 5  
.00) 
.99 
. J2 
.0) 
.18 
.2) 
.37 
.o1 
.01 . 00 4 - . 04  -.09 -.09 - . 2 1  -.06 . 22 - . )5 
· "  . 98 • 79 · "  · "  . 18 .69 . 16 .02 
.002 .J() .45 . 02 . OJ . 2J - . 14 - . 22 .u 
.99 . 14 .02 .9J .87 . 24 . 50 .29 .46 
- . 18 .13 - . 17 .08 - . 1 7  - . 26 . J) -.07 . 26 
.40 .5) .40 • 70 . J9 . 19 . 10 . 72 . 20 
.00) -. 1 7  .004 - . 31 - . )6 - . J) .02 -.19 . 1 1  
.89 .40 .98 . 11 . 06  .09 . 92 . 36  .60 
. 11 . 21 , )J - . 09  .04 . 06  . 11 -.00) . 12 
· "  . )l . 10 . 64  .85 • 76 · " .98 ,,. 
-.18 -.02 .09 -.09 - . J9 -.05 . 11 - . 20 .25 
.)8 . 9 3  . 6 5  .6) .05 .80 . 58 .)2 .21 
-. 11 -.24 .09 -.41 - . 54 -. )2 -.  34 - . 26 .02 
.60 , 2 )  . 6 4  .OJ .004 . 11 .09 .20 .91 
. 16 . 1 1  • . 13 . 11 . 12 - . 3 3  . 14 . 19 •,OJ 
. )1 .47 . )9 .48 .44 .02 . )6 . 20 .85 
. 20 • 24 -.05 .17 .OJ • , )4 . 15 .19 -.02 
. 19 . 11 . 70 . 26 .83 .02 , )) . 20 .88 
. 24 . 18 - . 14 -.oz .07 -. )l .12 .OJ ·,OJ 
. 12 . l )  .36 .89 .62 . 04  ,46 .88 .8J 
. 77 .51 - . 27 -.05 . 2 1  -.OOJ -.02 - . 08  .08 
. 0001 . 0004 . 01 . 7 1  . 18 .98 . 90 .58 · " 
.68 . 26 .OJ .09 -.18 -. 10 . 001 . 14 
. 0001 .08 .86 . 54 . 24 . n .99 . J 7  
-.2) -.0) -.OJ - . 16 - . 06  -.13 -.04 
. 13 .85 .84 .29 • 70 .41 .78 
-.14 -.20 . 17 . 14 -.19 . 1 9  
.J4 ,18 . 26 . 34  . 21 . 2 2  
. 58  . 29 . 20 . J6 . 20 
.0001 .06 . 18 .02 .20 
.60 .47 . 14 . 1 J  
. 0001 .001 .J6 .41 
.25 - . 19 . 19 
.09 . 22 . 22 
.29 .06 
.05 . 7 1  
- . 1 6  
.29 
KBCHFA • Nonh\aan barrlerl between the ehUd aod fathlr 
NBHOFA • Nonh..-n barrlen between the .ather and bther 
AGE • Child' • aae 
QNF� • Quantity of father-c:hUd lnuractlon 
QLFACH • QuaUty of father-child lnterattlon 
QUIW • Quality of <••)hu•band-(••).,lh \nuractlon 
QJ.JI)Ck • Quality of Mther-c:hild lnteraetloa 
QtltOCH • Quantity of -.;,ther-c:hlld lnuractlon 
PASADJ • Paet adju•t .. nt 
PIE.ADJ • Pre1nt adjuu .. nt 
SELFCON • Mother ' •  ••lf-eonupt 
- . 21 -.02 
. 16 .89 
. 20 .29 
. J2 .14 
. 10 -.002 
.61 .99 
.02 .08 
.93 .67 
.05 . )J 
.81 .10 
.20 -.04 
• )2 .83 
•.OJ -. 11 
.87 .60 
- . 02 .0) 
.89 .84 
-.09 .05 
. 53 , 71 
- . 11 .01 
.47 .94 
.OJ , 1 7  
.84 . 25 
-.05 . 26 
.76 .08 
- . 18 .08 
. 2 4  .60 
. 17 . 1 3  
. 2 6  .40 
. 20 . lJ 
. 20 . 4 1  
. 15 . 18 
. J4 .2J 
. 27 .20 
.07 .19 
.04 . 10 
.80 .50 
-.OJ .05 
. 81 • 72 
. 65 .2 J 
.0001 . 13 
. H  
.0001 
perceptions of  parental behavior (e . g . , mother demanding) and the 
quality of (ex) husband- (ex)wife interaction were related . 
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Another group of variables that were intercorrelated was the 
mother ' s  pas t adj ustment , present adj ustment , and self-concept .  These 
variables were correlated positively at the . 001 level or beyond , making 
it very unlikely that two or more of  these variables would be significant 
predictors within the same model . 
Multivariate Analyses of Covariance 
A second research question was whether there were differences between 
children from divorced and intact families . Three separate multivariate 
analyses of covariance were used to answer this question with family 
struc ture (divorced or intact)  as the independent variable and age as the 
covariate.  A separate mul tivariate analysis was conducted for the 
variables from each instrument because not all children were assessed 
using all the instruments . Table 4-5 contains the results for the depen­
dent variable o f  self-concep t ,  Table 4-6 contains the results for the 
dependent variable of quality of  parent-child relationships (obtained from 
the BPBQ) , and Table 4-7 contains the results for the dependent variables 
of quality and quantity qf parent-child relationships (obtained from the 
SS) . 
In two of the three analyses , the MANCOVA was significant , 
indicating that there were differences between divorced- and intact­
family children with regard to perceptions of parent-child relationships . 
However ,  the MANCOVA on sel f-concept was not significant . Also , the 
covariate of age was significant in two analyses , indicating that age dif­
ferences between the divorced group and intact-family group were important . 
Tab le 4-5 
Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance Results 
for Children in Divorced and Intact Families : 
Self-Concept 
Variable F 
Multivar iate Analys is 
(df = 1, 146) 
Self-concept . 01 
Covariate Analys is 
(df = 1 ,  146 ) 
Age . 05 
Univariate Analysis 
( df = 2 ,  146) 
Self-concept . 03 
58 
. 96 
. 82 
. 97 
Table 4-6 
Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 
Results for Children in Divorced and Intact 
Families : Parent-Child Relationships 
(BPBQ Variables) 
Variables 
Multivariate Analysis 
(df = 6 ,  60) 
Parent-child relationships 
Age 
Mother loving 
Mo ther demanding 
Mother punishing 
Father loving 
Father demanding 
Father punishing 
Covariate Analys is 
(df .. 6 ,  60) 
Univariate Analysis 
(df = 2 ,  65)  
F 
3 . 34 
4 . 07 
.4 . 95 
5 . 26 
. 86 
9 . 19 
5 . 41 
1 . 08 
59  
. 01 
. 002 
. 01 
. 01 
. 43 
. 003 
. 01 
. 35 
Table 4-7 
Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance Resul ts 
for Children in Divorced and Intact Families : Parent­
Child Relationships (SS Variables) 
Variable 
Multivariate Results 
(df = 6 ,  139 )  
Parent-child rela tionships 
Age 
Dis tance between 
Dis tance between 
Dis tance between 
Nonhuman barriers 
Nonhuman barriers 
Nonhuman barriers 
the 
the 
the 
Covariate Results 
(df = 6 ,  139) 
Univariate Results 
(df = 2 ,  144) 
child and mo.ther 
child and father 
mother and father 
between the child and mother 
between the child and father 
between the mother and father 
F 
4 . 03 
1 . 94 
1 . 09 
1 . 40 
4 . 04 
8 . 28 
6 . 84 
9 . 36 
60 
. 001 
. 08 
. 34 
. 25 
. 02 
. 0004 
. 001 
. 0002 
6 1  
In the univariate analyses for all children , there were no 
differences between the two groups on self-concep t ,  dis tance - between 
the child and the mother , distance between the child and the father , . or 
how punishing both the mother and fa ther were perceived to be . There 
were differences between the two groups on the SS variables of distance 
between the mother and father , number of nonhuman barriers between the 
child and bo th parents , and number of nonhuman barriers between the 
mo ther and fa ther . In addition , there were differences on the BPBQ 
variables of mother loving , mother demanding ,  father loving , and father 
demanding . 
Means and Standard Deviations 
The means in Table 4-8 were computed to determine the direct ion and 
degree of differences between divorced- and intact-family children . 
Ch ildren from divorced families perce ived their mo thers and fa thers to 
be more loving and demanding than intac t-family children perceived their 
parents to be . Also , they placed mo re dis tance and nonhuman barr ier s 
between their parents a�d between themselves and their parents than did 
children from intac t families . Finally , _ children from divorced families 
perceived their mothers to be less punishing than did children from 
intact families . 
Summary 
Evidence was obtained to support the hypothesis that social­
psychological variables and family relat ionship variables were predic tive 
of the child ' s  self-concep t and percep tions of parent-child relat ionships . 
Table 4-8 
N, Means , and Standard Deviations for Independent and 
Dependent Variables for Divorced and Intac t 
Families 
Divorced Families 
Variable N X SD 
- -
Dependent Variables 
Child ' s  self-concept 74 . 03 . 9 7 
Mo ther loving 34 2 . 09 . 66 
Mother demanding 34 2 . 86 . 80 
Mother punishing 34 4 . 02 . 89 
Father loving 34 2 . 23 . 62 
Father demanding 34 3 . 08 . 7 3 
Father punishing 34 4 . 34 . 70 
Dis tance between the child and mo ther 72 . 71 . 86 
Dis tance be tween the child and father 72 . 80 . 9 2 
Nonhuman barriers between the child 
and mother 7 2  . 4 5 . 6 2 
Nonhuman barriers between the child 
and father 72 . 38 . 58 
Nonhuman barriers be tween the mother 
and fa ther 72 . 48 . 64 
Intac t Families 
N X SD 
79 . 03 . 87 
36 1 . 89 . 46 
36 2 . 6 2 . 48 
36 4 . 18 . 60 
36 1 . 91 . 45 
36 2 . 79 . 52 
36 4 . 22 . 60 
79 . 55 . 78 
79 . 65 . 87 
79 . 24 . 36 
79  . 22 . 36 
79 . 20 . 37 
0\ 
N 
Table 4-8 (continued) 
Divorced Families 
-
Variable N X SD 
Independent Variables 
Mother ' s  percept ion of the quantity of 
father-child interaction 45  3 . 43 . 93 
Mother i s perception of the quality of 
father-child interaction 45 4 . 20 . 95 
Mother ' s  perception of the quality of 
husband-wife interaction 45  3 . 65 1 . 08 
Mother ' s  perception of the quality o f  
mother-child interaction 45 4 . 54 . 75 
Mother ' s  perception of the quantity of 
2la mother-child interaction 5 . 18 . 58 
Mother ' s  past adj ustment 45 3 . 92 0 70  
Mother ' s  present adjustment 45  4 . 51 . 60 
Mother ' s  self-concept 45  3 . 96 . 28 
a This variable was added after Pais (1979)  had collec ted data from 24 mothers . 
N 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
Intac t Families 
-
X SD 
4 . 50 . 54 
4 . 69 . 73 
4 . 76 . 78 
4 ·. so . 63 
5 . 01 . 48 
3 . 78 . 74 
4 . 98 . 56 
3 . 94 0 32 ' 
0\ 
w 
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In over 75% of the multiple regression analyses , the predictor variables 
were significant at or ·beyond the . 10 level . In addition , al though some 
of the univariate analyses were no t significant , the multivariate 
analyses were indicative of differences between children in divorced 
and intact families , especially with regard to perceptions of parent­
child relationship s .  Thus , the hypothesis that there would be no 
differences between these two groups of children was not suppor ted . 
CHAPTER V 
TIISCUSSION 
As expec ted , the model of family adj ustment and interac tion was 
applicable to bo th divorced and intac t families . Variables from the 
model could be used to predict children ' s self-concept and perceptions 
of parent-child relationships in both divorced and intact families . The 
impor tance o f  the cus todial and noncustodial father was subs tantiated by 
the predictive power of the quality of father-child interac tion for both 
divorced and intac t families . As suggested earlier , the father in a 
divorced family is no t absent from the family , but he must form a new 
pattern of interac tion with the child (ren) . The importance o f  the 
quality of family relationship variables for both divorced and intac t 
families is indicative that the struc ture of the family may no t be as 
important as the quality of the relat ionships .  Finally , the relat ion­
ships among the mother ' s  soc�al-psychological well-being and the· child ' s  
self-concept is indicative of the influence that family members have on 
one another . 
Impor tance o f  Family Relat ionships 
In the stepwise regression analyses , different mother variables 
were predictive of children ' s  self-concept and perceptions of parent­
child relationships . For children from divorced families , individual 
mother variables ( e . g . , self-concep t ,  present adj us tment) more often 
were predictors than for children from intact families , where family 
relationship variables more often were predictors . This pat tern could 
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exist because of the struc ture of these two family forms . The mother 
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in divorced fami lies usually does not have another adult to interact 
with as the mother in an intac t family does . This may add emphasis to 
the i�portance o f  individual mother variables fo r children from divorced 
families and to relationship variables for children from in tac t families. 
However, family relationship variables were predictive of 
children ' s  perceptions in the divorced families .  Hetherington e t  al . 
(1978) , Pais (1979) , and Weiss (1975)  ail sugges ted that the _ importance 
of family relat ionship variables has been overlooked in divorced 
families . Pais sugge sted that al though divorce ends the marital relation­
ship, it does no t terminate the family relationships . From the stepwise 
regre ssion results , it can be co�cluded that in divorced as well as 
intact famil ies , .the quality of time spent with the children was 
impor tant to their well-being . 
The pat terns of item intercorrelat ions are impor tant to consider 
in relat ion to dif ferences between divorced and intact fami lie s .  In the 
intac t families, there was a posi tive relationship among all of the 
family relationship variables . For the divorced families , _however, some 
of the qualitat ive and quantitative variables were not related or were 
related negatively . It is pos sible that, given the constraints of time, 
divorced mothers consciously place more emphasis on the qual ity of 
relat ionships . In addition, the intac t-family mothers may associate 
the quality of relationships with the _ quantity of relationship s, thus 
accounting for the positive relationships . Finally , although the 
variables are labeled quality and quantity of family relationship s ,  the 
qualitative var iab le has some quantitative dimensions and vice versa . 
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Child ren ' s  Reports of Parental Childrearing Behavior 
Children ' s  percept ions of parental behavior differed for divorced 
and intact families . Children from divorced families reported both 
their mo thers and fathers to be more demanding than did children from 
intact families . In add ition , for the divorced-family children , how 
demanding both parents were perceived to be was pred ic ted from the 
quality of the exspouse �elationship . A likely explanation of the 
find ing is that the . more support the exspouses can o f fer to one another , 
the less likely it is that the custodial paren� will make increasing 
demands on the children : Divorce is a period of readj us tment for bo th 
parents and children , and the dis tribution of family roles and 
responsibilities o ften is reallocated . As Brandwein et al . (1974) 
no ted , the mother must take over certain family func tions (� . g . , 
author itative , economic) that she may not have handled before the 
divorce. This is likely to .place increased stress on the mo ther , who 
may delega te some of these responsib ilities to the ch ildren . 
Ano ther area of dif ference with regard to the quality o f  parent­
child relationships was that both mo thers and .fathers were perceived by 
their children to be more loving in divorced families than in intact 
famil ies . One explanation for the difference with regard to the mothers 
may be that the mothers in divorced families reported a greater amount 
of mother-child interaction than in�act�family mothers reported for 
thems elves . In addition , in divorced families , the children usually 
have j ust one adv lt at home , the mo ther , and thus may perce ive her as 
more loving . With regard to the fathers in divorced families being 
perceived as mo re loving than intac t-family fathers , at least two 
explanations are possible . First , Kelly and Wallerstein ( 19 7 7 )  
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reported that the fathers i n  their study developed closer , less conflic t­
oriented relationships with their child {ren) . However ,  the degree and 
quality of this interact ion often subsided between the first and second 
year after divorce . Because one of the criteria for the present sample 
was a maximum time period of 2 years after the divorce , it  is possible 
that more distance will develop between these fathers and their children . 
A second explana tion may be that fathers in intact families sometimes are 
not available to their children (Blanchard & Biller , 1971) , and it is 
unlikely that the father would be perceived as loving if he is physically 
present but no t available . A final explanation for the repo rted 
differences is related to both the mother loving and father loving 
variables and concerns the name given to the loving factor on the BPBQ . 
Although this fac tor is termed loving , some of the items more accurately 
might be labeled as permissive . Because of the increased demands on the 
mother and the physical separation of the father and child , parents from 
divorced families may be more permissive than intact-family parent s .  
Children ' s  Percept ions of Family Relationships 
Some diff erences also were apparent between divorced- and intact­
family children with regard to the distance and number of nonhuman 
barriers between any two family me�bers .  Children from divorced 
families placed more distance and nonhuman barriers between their 
parents than intact-family children did . The children from divorced 
families may have been reacting to the actual physical distance between 
the two parents or may have been indicating their percept ions of the 
difficulties be tween the two parents . Regardless of which explanation 
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(or both) is more p�ausible , the divorced-family children probably were 
reflecting a reali stic picture of the mother-father relat ionship when 
they put more distance and barriers between their parents than the 
intac t-family children did . 
Children from divorced families also placed more nonhuman barriers 
between themselves and both the mother and father than intac t-family 
children . Several explanations of this finding are possible . First , 
Wallers tein and Kelly (1974 , 1975 , 1976) concluded that many chi ldren 
from divorced families feel rej ected by and angry at their parents . 
They may react to these feelings by establishing some barriers between 
themselves and their parents so that they will no t be hur t further . 
However , the children from divorced families in the present study did 
no t perceive any greater distance between themselves and their parents 
-t·han the intact-family children did , making the first explanation 
somewhat questionable . A second explanation is related to the 
reliability of these two subscales . The reliability of the nonhuman 
barriers subscale was low , but the reliability of the dis tance subscale 
was high . Because val idity is no t possible without reliabil ity , it is 
possible tha t the nonhuman barriers sub scale was no t a good measure of 
the perceived barriers be tween the child and either parent . 
A final point concerning the results of the SS is the age of the 
children complet ing the instrument . Even though age was used as a 
covariate , thus adj usting any age dif ferences between the two groups , 
age dif ferences among children within the groups were not adj us ted . 
When Kuethe (1962) developed the SS , he noted tha t similar 
experienc es wou ld have an effect on how people placed the figures . 
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Obviously , younger children have less experience in general and less 
similar experiences than o lder children do . Thus , a 6-year-old from a 
divorced family and an 18�year-old from a divorced family may have 
responded to the technique in very different ways . Perhaps age is more 
important than family structure in explaining the resul ts ob tained on 
the SS . Age differences are rela�ed to how children respond to parental 
divorce (Wallerstein & Kelly , 1974 , 1975 , 1976) . These differences 
are logical given differences in reasoning ability , experience ,  and 
emotional development that are associated with , although no t ent irely 
dependent on , age . 
Summary 
The findings of this study were mixed with regard to determining 
what was more important to these children , quality of family relationships 
or structure of the family . Although there were differences between the 
children in divorced and intact families , many of  the variables 
contributing to this overall difference may reflect a realistic 
perception of divorce rather than a traumatic experience (e . g . , amount 
of dis tance between the mother and father) . 
There was no difference between the ' two groups of children with 
regard to self-concept . In his investigation of self-esteem, 
Coopersmith (1967) included children from both divorced and intact 
families and did not state any differences between these two groups . 
Raschke and Raschke (1979)  concluded from their study that family 
s truc ture made no difference in terms of the child ' s  self-concept . 
Thus , it is probable that the quality of family relationships is more 
important than the struc ture of the family with regard to self-concep t . 
The quality of family relat ionships was predic tive o f  children ' s  
percep tions for bo th divorced and intac t families . For both groups , 
the quality of father-child , mother-child , and ( ex) husband-(ex) wife 
interact ion was pred ictive of how the children perceived family 
relationships . 
The Role of the Fa ther and Mo the r 
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Although it  i s  hard to separate the impo rtance o f  the mother and 
father when studying family relationships ,  certain pat terns were evident 
in these data that need further comment . The importance of the father 
to child�en from both divorced and intact families was evident . In 
addit ion , the importance of the mo ther ' s  well-being to the child was 
eviden t ,  but there was little support for the idea that the mo ther is 
the nucleus - o f the family or. serves as a link between the father and 
child . 
Sal ience of the Father 
The quality of father-child interaction was an important predictor 
var iab le in many of the regression analyses where the criter�on variable 
was the child ' s  perception of the quality and quantity of family 
relat ionships . However , it is impo ssible to tell from the present data 
if this variab le was important because of the gender of the father or 
his relationship to the child (ren) . 
For divorced-family children , the quality of father-child 
int eraction may be important because these children obviously will lose 
a lo t of time with the father . Jacobson (1978) reported that the 
quantity of time lost with the father for children in divorced families 
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was related to the children ' s  behavior problems . However , i t  would be 
impossible for most noncus todial parents (usually fathers)  to maintain 
the quant ity of interaction with their child ren after divorce that they 
had before the divorce .  But the quality o f  interac tion can b e  maintained 
or improved . 
The fact that the quality of father-child interact ion was an 
impor tant predic tor in the present study did not mean necessarily that 
the fathers had es tablished rela tionships high in quality . I t  did mean , 
however , that the qual ity of father-child interac tion (whether it was 
low or high) was predictive of how children perceived parent-child 
relat ionship s .  Thus , ideas about the father ' s  impor tance for divorced 
families (Pais , 1979 ; Weis s ,  1975) and for intact families (Lamb & Lamb , 
1976 ; Maxwell , 1976) were substantiated in this study . 
The Mother as the Central Figure 
Many researchers (Hetherington et al . ,  1978 ; Wallers tein & Kelly , 
19 75)  have no ted the relationship between the mother ' s  adj ustment and 
the child ' s  self-concept and/or adj ustment after divorce . The conclusion 
from most of these . s tudies has been that the mother and child within a 
divorced family influence one another ' s  adj ustment . In the present 
s tudy , the mother ' s  pas t and present adj ustment and self-concept were 
predictive of the children ' s  self-concept and percep tions of family 
relationships indicat ing the relationship between the social­
psychological well-being of the mother and child . 
However , there was a difference between divorced and intac t 
families . The mother ' s  past adj ustment was predictive of the child ' s  
self-concept in intact families ,  whereas the mother ' s  present adj ustment 
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was predictive of the child ' s  sel f-concept in divorced famil ies . Past 
adj us tment was related to a low point in the marital relationship for 
the intac t-family mothers . For most of these women , the low po int had 
occurred in the recent pas t ,  yet there was no marker even t to help these 
women adapt to the si tuation . Many of these women still may have been 
having adj ustment difficul ties within the marriage , accounting for why 
past adj us tment was an important predic tor variable . For the divorced 
women , however , the legal event of divorce (or perhaps the point of 
separa tion) provided a marker event for reorgani zat ion of their lives , 
and present adj ustmen t was a stronger predictor than past adj ustment . 
Even though the mother ' s  adj us tment was predic tive of children ' s  
self-concep t and percept ions of family relationships , inferences canno t 
be made that the mothers were the central figures in the children ' s  
lives , especially in intact famil ies . As reported earl ier , many 
fa ther-child variables were predictive of children ' s  percept ions of 
family relat ionships , indicating the salience of the fathers to the 
chi ldren . Thus , the mothers may no t be serving as links between the 
father s and children in intact families . In di�orced ·famil ies , the 
importance of the mothers ' well-being to the children ' s  percept ions is 
evident , but this does no t mean necessarily that they serve as a link 
between the fathers and children . More data need to be collec ted before 
this question can be answered . 
CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSION 
· The results from the present study are a useful contribut ion to the 
divorce li terature . First , the variab les selected for study were 
reflective of divorce as a process and the relat ionships among these 
variables needed further documentation . Second , the same variables 
were studied for children in divorced a�d intact familie s ,  allowing 
conclusions to be drawn about the relative importance of the structure 
of the family and the quality of the relationships . Third , no 
as sumptions were made about the quality of any particular family 
structure ; dif ferences between these two groups were determined 
empirically . Four th , the sample was no t a clinical sample as had been 
used in many previous s tudies . Fif th , relationships. among variables 
within divorced and intact families were examined to determine if 
differences exis ted between these two groups without assuming or stating 
that the differences were caused by the family struc ture . Finally , the 
focus of this research was on the interactions among family member s ,  
rather than on individual outcomes . 
Limitat ions of the S tudy 
Even though the present research was designed to overcome many of 
the weaknesses inherent in the divorce literature , there were some 
limitat ions of  the present s tudy . Sampling technique has been a problem 
in past research and was a limitation of the present study . Identifying 
appropriate parameters for the subj ect population limits  the 
74 
75 
generalizability of the findings in much of the divorce li terature . In 
addition , designing a s tudy which would allow the researcher to answer 
questions about the effects of divorce is difficult because peciple 
should be s tudied both before and after the divorce . Finally , although 
multiple variables were studied , there are still many variables that 
need to be examined . 
Sampling 
One of the maj or limitations of the study was the sample . Although 
the sampling technique of using divorce decrees was a sound method , some 
of the restric tions placed on the sample make the f indings applicable 
only to certain groups of people ( e . g . , Caucas ian , middle-clas s , - ever­
married) . In addition , in an effort to make the intact group comparable 
to · the divorced group , a snowball sampling technique was used for intac t 
families . This technique lacks sophis tication and resulted in a selec t 
and possibly unrepresenta tive group . However , generalizat ions probably 
can be made to groups of white , middle-class ,  well-educated people with 
a high degree of accuracy because the participants were screened 
carefully on these variables . The ability to generalize probably is 
bet ter for the divorced group than the intact group because using the 
divorce decrees was a better sampling strategy . 
Another difficulty with the sampling technique was the self­
selec ted nature .of the sample . All potential participants were given 
thorough explanations of the study and then asked whether they wanted to 
participate . Probably many o f  the divorced- and intact-family mothers 
who were experienc ing severe problems chose not to participate , thus 
making the results appl icable predominantly to divorced and intact 
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families without severe problems . In addition , the refusal percentage 
was similar for divorced- and intac t-family mothers . Thus , i t  is 
unlikely that one group more than the other group refused to participate 
because of severe problems . 
Related to the problem of a self-selected sample is the notion that 
some people may have chosen to participate but may have given socially 
acceptable answers in an attempt t� mask problems or everyday concerns 
faced by most families . Although the mothers were assured confidenti­
ality , the data were not collected anonymously . However , the severity 
of the problem of socially desirable answers may have been decreased by 
the elimination of items which reduced the reliability of an ins trument . 
Des ign 
As mentioned earlier , divorce is a complex process and adj ustment 
occurs over time . Thus , the s trategy used in this s tudy to measure 
participants only once did not allow any conclusions to be drawn about 
how the families change over time . Because the variable o f  pas t 
adj ustment was used to refer to a time in the past , however ,  an index 
o f  how the mother thought she felt at an earlier time was provided . 
Data Analysis 
A final problem concerns the variables chosen for data analysis . 
Some variables such as age of the child and length of time divorced are 
known to be related to the divorce adj ustment process (Wallerstein & 
Kelly , 197 4 ,  1975 , 1976) . Yet these variables were controlled (by 
exclusion or covariance) in data analysis in order to s tudy relationships 
among variables that had no t been documented well . 
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Ano ther group of variables such as stability of residence,  impac t 
of economic changes , and father ' s  adj us tment and self-concept also were 
no t studied . Theore tically and. empirically , these variables have been 
related to the post-divorce adj ustment of mothers and /or children but 
need further exploration . However , given the limi ts of sample size , 
no t all potentially relevant variables could be studied within this one 
proj ec t .  Including additional variables would have increased the 
likel ihood of finding signif icance by chance within any one statis tical 
test , thus increasing the likelihood of error . Thus , the present study 
was limited to percept ions of family relationships and social­
psycho logical characteri stics of mo thers and children . 
Impl ications for Theory, Research, and Prac tice 
Although the divorce literature has many gaps , some of the recent 
s tudies (e . g . , Hetherington et al . ,  1978) and recent theoret ical works 
(e . g . , Maro tz-Baden et al . ,  1979) have provided valuable insight into 
divorce as a process involving many variables . In the present study , 
divorce was conceptualized as a multidimensional · process and as a time . 
of family reorganization . · When divorce is concep tualized in this ·way , 
different resul ts are found than were repor ted in the pas t literature . 
For example ,  the importance of the quality of father-child interac tion 
should contribute to further theory development in the area of parent­
child relationship s and to future research efforts in the area of family 
relat ionships , no t j ust in the area of divorce . In addit ion , the 
concep tualization of divorce as a process that involves more than a 
legal event facilitates the researcher ' s  suggesting implications for 
pract ice . Clinicians can glean informa tion about the relative 
impor tance of the structure of the family versus family relat ionships 
and help the family to' res tructure the relationships . 
Theory and Research 
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Many of the implicat ions from the present study are related to both 
theory and research . A very important implication is the need for 
researchers to begin to use an interdisciplinary approach to the study 
of crises and family relationships .  Some o f  the variables which were 
not included in this study (e . g . , stability o f  residence , economic 
changes) may have important implications fo r the study of divorce . The 
relat ionship of these variables to divorce adj ustment and to an 
individual ' s  adj ustment need to be conceptualized and then researched . 
In addition , expansion and refinement of ideas about the component s 
o f  parent-child relationships would be helpful . Although there were 
some relat ionships among the scales used to measure the quality and 
quantity of family relat ionships for the . parents and children , these 
relationships were no t as evident as might have been expec ted . . Also , 
there were very few measures o f  parent-child relationship s av�ilable to 
use with ei ther parents or children . Thus , family theorists need to 
·define mo re clearly what the dimensions of family relat ionships are for 
parents and children , how these dimensions can be measured reliably and 
validly , and how these dimensions may change
. 
when a crisis event such as 
divorce occur s .  
Another valuable addition t o  theory and research would be 
perspec tives on the mother ' s and father ' s  roles in divorced and intact 
families .  How does the father ' s  role in the family change when divorce 
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occurs? Ho� are changes in the father ' s  role (in divorced or intact 
families) related to the mother ' s  role? How do differences in the 
availability of fathers and the quality and quantity of time spent with 
the children affect the children ' s  development ? These and many other 
quest ions need to be addressed to obtain a clearer picture of  the 
relative influence of the mother and father and of the divorced- versus 
intac t-family structure . 
Further exploration also would be beneficial in the area of self­
concept and self-esteem . Rosenberg (1979)  indicated that self-concept 
and self-esteem are different , though no t mutually exclusive , cons tructs . 
Yet in most literature , including the divorce literatur e ,  these terms 
are used interchangeably . Researchers need to define clearly which 
·construct they are measuring and to explore the differences in self-
concept and self-esteem within the same child and among children of 
different family structures . 
A final area n�eding further explorat ion is the effects  of  divorce 
on children . Goode .  (1956) contended that the effects of divorce could 
not be measured �ecause differences between children of various family 
struc tures may exis t  because of socializat ion pract ices . However , it 
is probable that divorce has some impact on children and researchers 
should be able to answer this question . One way to answer this question 
would be to take a large sample of intact families and measure the 
quali ty of family relationships , amount of conflict , and individual 
adj us tment variables over a long . period of time . As some of the parents  
divorced , a cro ss-lagged panel correlat ion technique could be  used to 
determine the direction of the effects , and multivariate analysis of 
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variance techniques could be used to determine if and when the individual 
family members changed . Weiss (1975) has speculated that predivorce 
conflict is more damaging to the child ' s  development than divorce.  
Although some researchers have sugges ted. that children are bet ter off 
living with a happy single parent than with two unhappy parents (Burgess ,  
1970 ; Nye , 1957) , more work needs to b e  done in this area . 
Practice 
When answers are obtained about the effects of divorce on children , 
then family practit ioners will be able to offer- more services to 
divorced parents and children . Even wi thout these answers , prac t itioners 
can offer valuable services such as divorce counseling or marital 
counseling . In addition , educat ional programs would be appropriate . 
When offering ei ther type of service , prac titioners need to be cognizant 
of the importance of family relationships and the impact that each 
family member has on the other members . 
Therapeutic intervention . In divorce counseling , the therapist can 
help the family adj us t to the upcoming trans ition . The results from the 
present study can be helpful in providing a focus for the counseling . 
First , the partners (and/or the individual) can be given some 
guidance on how to prepare children for divorce or how to help them 
cope . Because children ' s  perceptions o f  the situation are related to 
their reac tions , it is unrealistic for the parents to try to mask the 
conflict or pretend that no problems exist . In addit ion , the 
developmental status o f  the child is important to consider . Adolescents 
probably are dealing with the issues of independence and dependence . 
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The counselor can help the parent (s)  explore how the dependence­
independence conflict will influence an adolescent ' s  reaction to divorce . 
Preschoolers , however , are dealing with separation anxiety and the 
parent (s) can be warned that these children may fear that both parents 
will desert them . 
Second , the parent (s)  can be given help in restructuring the parent­
child relationships . The importance of the quality of fa ther-child 
interaction to the divorced children in the present study is undeniable . 
However , the process of the restructuring can be painful and problematic . 
These difficulties may be diminished if the children are given some 
input into the arrangements for seeing the noncus todial parent . In 
addition ,  the parents can be warned that the children may perceive them 
as more demanding than before� If  the parents keep their expectations 
congruent with the children ' s  emotional , physical , and intellec tual 
development ,  the children may adj ust better to the transition . Some 
children have a tendency to regress for a temporary period during the 
divorce process .  Regression by the children coupled with increased 
demands by the parents can create an explosive situation . Counselors 
can sensitize parent� to these. potential difficulties and possibly help 
the parents to prevent them . 
A third area where the counsel�r can be particularly helpful is in 
the restruc turing of the mother-father relationship . Mos t  interactions 
following divorce involve conflicts over children (Westman et al . ,  1970) , 
yet the results from the present study are indicative that the quality 
of �he exspouse interaction is an important predictor of the child ' s 
perceptions of family relationships .  The counselor can he�p the couple 
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es tablish boundaries between themselves , develop new interests , and 
arrange visitation . If these details are handled satisfactorily early 
in the divorce process , then future conflict situations may be avoided . 
Educational intervention . Family prac titioners can offer more 
family life education programs that deal with maintaining satisfactory 
marital adj ustment , the impor tance of the father ' s  ro le to the child ' s  
development , and the influence that each family member has on the other 
members . Such programs may help to build and/or maintain strong family 
ties and provide an alternative to divorce ·for some families . 
· Educational intervention is appropriate also for divorced families . 
In the Wallerstein and Kelly (1974 , 19 7 5 ,  1976) proj ec t ,  the children 
had been referred for preventive couns eling rather than therapy . 
Preventive education is offered for several transitions during the life 
cycle (e . g . , marriage ,  parenthood) and is appropriate for divorcing 
families . The focus of this education can be on preparing the individual 
for the vacillation of feelings , providing suggestions for how to 
res tructure the family and how to manage time , giving the parents 
information about how the children may react and what feelings they may 
experience_, and providing children an opportunity to express their 
thoughts and feelings and to ask ques tions about the divorce . 
Concluding Comments 
As more research is conducted in the area of divorce , researchers 
will be able to provide theorists and clinicians with valuable information 
about the family struc ture and relationships , the process of divorce , and 
how to prepare families for such a transition . The area of divorce 
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provides a challenge to all family and child specialis ts because of the 
massive number of coup les that seek divorce each year . Proj ects like 
the present one certainly do no t provide all o f  the answers but represent 
an important contribution to the li terature . 
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APPENDIX A 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR MOTHERS FROM PAIS SAMPLE 
Like yours elf , I have a spec ial in terest in children. I work a t  one 
of the Univers ity of Tennessee .Child Development Labora tories wi th children 
2-5 . I have also worked with older children -and f ind it a very challenging 
experienc e .  Because of my special interest i n  children, I am doing a 
follow-u p s tudy to the research proj ec t which you par t icipa ted in this yea r .  
I f e e l  i t  would be very valuable t o  have informa tion from your child 
(children) in order to learn more about the dynamics of divorce . 
Depend ing on the age of your child (children ) , they will be asked to 
c omp lete two tests (4-9 years of age) or three tes ts ( lQ-2 1 years of age ) . 
These tes ts are fun for children to do and approp riate for d i f ferent age s .  
All tes ting wi l l  b e  done in your home a t  a t ime c onvenient to you and your 
c hild (children) . The tes t ing wil l  take between one and two hours with less 
time needed for the younger children and will be done in one sess ion with 
a short break between the tests . I, or a research worker who has been 
trained to give the tes ts , will do all the t e s t ing. 
Resu l t s  for the entire group o f  c h i ldren will be sent to you a t  the 
completion of the proj ec t .  No spec i f i c  informat ion about your child ' s  
(children ' s )  results will be released t o  you, your c h ild (children) o r  
anyone else. Conf iden tia l i ty will b e  maintained by using code numbers 
ins tead of names on the tests your c h i ld (chi ldren) complete. 
Enclosed is a self-addressed postcard . Please take the t ime to think 
about this proj e c t  and re turn the card indicat ing whether or not you wish 
to par ticipa te, I f  af ter one to two weeks Jeanne Pais o r  P r i sc illa �b ite 
has not rece ived your .car d ,  they will be calling you to see i f  you wish to 
pa r t ic ipate and if you have any ques t ions . 
I hope that ynu will be able to par t ic ipate in my study . I know that you 
have already devo ted t im� to another study and I hope that you found i t  
worthwhile and would also l ike for your children t o  pa r t ic ipate . Thank you 
for your t ime in reviewing t h is l e t ter . 
· 
S incerely, 
Korrel Kanoy 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR ADDITIONAL DIVORCED MOTHERS 
OE�•,.n•ENT OF CHILO 
"-""0 F -'MIL V STUDIES 
Dear �Is . 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TENI\IESSEE 
KNOXVIllE 37916 
COLLEGE OF HO'-'E ECONC-,tiCS 
January 2 ,  1 9 79 ARE-' 6 ' 5  
TE�E�f1C!\.S t7•·�JIS 
�e have been condur.t ing a resea rch proj ect with fami lies who have experi enced d ivorce . 
We a re i nteres ted in the d ivorce expe rience and its  impact both on chi l dren and adul ts . 
�e have had experience wo rking d i rectly with young chi ldren and fami l i �s and a re con· 
ce rned about f inding info rmation to improve the wel l -being of fam i l ies in a va r i ety o f  
s i tua t ions . 
Your nar.1e was selec ted by a random procedure from the reco rds· o f  d ivorce that have been 
granted in Knox County. We wou'td appreciate your part i c ipa t ion in our s tudy . 
The purpose of this study is to find out more about the post-divo rce experience o f  both 
children and parent s . Very little t ime wi l l  b e  required of you o r  your child ( ren) . 
. Results of the s tudy w i l l  be sent to you a t  the comp letion of the s tudy i f  you �o·i s h .  
T o  f ind o u t  more about the post-divorce experience , lo' e  w i l l  b e  u s i n g  tes ts f o r  children 
and ques t ionnai res for adults . The tests lo'e w i l l  use are fun for child ren and arpro· 
p riate for d i f ferent ages . They a re s tanda rdized tes t s  and do not include any ment ion 
of d ivorc e .  A l l  test ing w i l l  b e  done in your home a t  a time convenient t o  you and your 
chi l d ( ren) . A l l  testing w i l l  be done by a t ra ined resea rch worke r .  
A t  the t ime we a re testing. your child ( ren ) , we would l ike for you t o  f i l l  out a se ries 
o f  s tandardi zed questiGnna i re s .  All information you and you r  chi ld ( ren) p rovide lo' i l l  be 
kept ent i re ly confident i a l .  All ques t ionna i res and tests w i l l  be ident i f ied only by a 
number and no individua l data wi l l  be repo rted . 
As our s tudy wi l l  inc lude perceptions of the pos t-divorce expe rience both by parents and 
child ren , we may be contact ing your ex-spouse .  Howeve r ,  a l l  contacts lo' i l l  be inJepen· 
dent of you and your chi l d ( ren) , and no info rma tion or res u l t s  w i l l  be sha red . 
P lease take t ime to think about this proiect and return the enclosed pos t c a rd indi cating 
lo'bethe r or not you would l ike mo re info rma tion.  We lo' i l l  call you in the nea r future i f  
you ind icate your w i l l i ngness t o  receive more i n forma t io n .  \'ou r  t iine , your ins i shts , 
and your pe rcept i ons w i l l  be a va luab l e  cont r i but ion, and we app reciate your a s s i s tance . 
S incere l y ,  
Jo Lynn Cunningha� , Ph . D .  
Associate Professor 
Prisc i l la White , Ph . D .  
Associate Professor 
Enc . 
Ko rrel Kanoy 
G raduate Student 
Suzanne James 
Gradua te S tudent 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR INTACT-FAMILY MOTHERS 
DEP4'1T"ENT 0� CHILO 
•NO F-l'.,ILV STU01£S 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 
KNOXVILLE 37g16 
COU,EGE 0' HOM£ EC�NO\UCS 
4REA 61, 
TEL1:PMONE 97•·5316 
We have been conduct ing a r!!search pro j e c t  focused on pa r.ent-child 
relat ionships in families with diff erent s t ructures . We have had 
experience working d i rec t ly with young children and fami l i � s  and are 
concern�d about f inding informat ion to imp rove the well�being o f  fami lies 
in a var iety o f  s i tua t ions . 
Your name was suggested to us by someone that has partic ipa ted in our 
proj ec t .  We would appreciate your partic ipat ion in our s t udy . Very 
l i t t le t ime wil i be . requi red o f  you ·or your children. Resu l t s  of the 
s t udy will be sent to you at the complet ion of the s t udy i f  you wis h. 
To f ind out more about family relat ionship s ,  we wi l l  be using que s t i onnaires 
for your child ( ren) and yourselves . The inst ru�ents we wi l l  use for 
child ren a re fun and appropriate for d i f f erent ages . They are standardized 
q uest ionna i res and have been used with children in a variety of s i tuat i on s .  
A t  the t ime w e  are tes ting your child ( ren) , �;e would like f o r  you to 
f i ll out a series of s t andardized quest ionna i res . All information you 
and your child ( ren) provide will be kept conf ident ial . All quest ionna ires 
will be iden t i f ied only by a numbe r ,  and no indiv idual data w i l l  be 
repor ted. All testing w i l l  be done in your home at a t ime conveni�nt to 
you and your child(ren) . All t e s t ing wi ll be done by a t rained research 
assista n t .  
· 
. 
Please take t ime to think about this proj eet . \�e w i l l  call you in the 
ncar future to give you furthe r  information about the proj ect and to 
discuss your will ingness to partic ipat e .  Your time , your insig-hts , and 
your perceptions- wi l l  be a valuab l e  cont r i but ion , and we appreciate your 
assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Jo Lynn Cunningham 
Assoc iate Frofcss�r 
P r isc i l l a  \.Jh i tc 
As sociate Pro fessor 
Korrel Kanoy 
Graduate Student 
Suzanne James 
Graduate Stud�nt 
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APPENDIX B 
Table A-1 
Frequency Counts for Descriptive Information 
Variable and Subcategories 
Child ' s  Age 
Preschool and early primary school 
Elementary school 
Junior high school 
High school 
Adult 
Chi ld ' s  Gender 
Male 
Female 
Numb er of families with children no t living 
in the home 
Educational level 
Less than grade 8 
Completed grade 8 
Attended high school 
Graduated from high school 
Attended col lege 
Graduated college or received RN degree 
Attended graduate school 
Received graduate degree 
Received marital counseling 
Yes 
No 
Exspouse living in Knox County 
Yes 
No 
Moved within last two years 
Yes 
No 
96 
Freguenci 
Divorced 
28 
23 
10 
8 
5 
36 
38 
3 
1 
0 
2 
1 2  
8 
10 
4 
8 
3 
42 
32 
13 
19 
26 
Intact 
36 
29 
1 3  
11 
0 
41 
38 
2 
0 
0 
1 
2 
12 
9 
6 
14 
7 
37  
8 
36 
Table A-2 
N ,  Mean , and Standard Deviat ion for 
Descriptive Information 
Variables 
Age 
Months divorced 
Months since low point 
Hours worked per week 
Present income 
Past income 
Number of miles 
exspouse lives 
from Knox County 
N 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
13 
Divorced 
X SD 
33 . 07 6 . 82 
10 . 82 6 . 31 
37 . 7 4 13 . 56 
14 , 612a 2 5 , 106 
22 , 436a 10 , 6 74 
1089 2 706 
9 7  
Intact 
N X SD 
44 34 . 36 4 . 54 
44 38 . 01 60 . 36 
44 29 . 45 15 . 04 
42 2 9 , 333 13 , 3 75 
41 2 3 , 114 8 , _740 
aThe income figures obtained for present income in 1978 and pas t 
income in 197 7 for divorced fa�ilies were adj usted for inflation ·so that 
they would be comparable to income figures obtained from intact families 
for present income in 1979 and past income in 1978 . Swagler (1979) 
provided a formula for this transformation . 
APPENDIX C 
, 
BLAIR ' S  DIVORCEES ADJUSTMENT INSTRUMENT 
(MODIFIED FORM) 
Direc t ions : The purpose of this quest ionnaire is to describe your feel in�s 
and behavior� s ince divorce .  Please r �ad each statement carefullv and dec ide 
how accura tely it desc r ib�s you , Mark your ans�o·er on the enc losed. ans ... er 
sheet . Think carefu lly about eact item ,  but do not dwell on them . There are 
no r ight or wrong answer s .  Some items will contain the words "from what the�· 
gen�ra l ly had be�n in the past".  Thi s  phrase refers to your usua l pat t erns 
of behaviors in . your adul t  l i f e .  t.'here the words "when your d ivorce becane 
final" appear ,  think about the period of time immediately fol lowin� yo;;r­
'divOrc e .  
l .  
2. 
3. 
4 ,  
s .  
6 .  
7 .  
B .  
9 .  
1 0 .  
1 1 .  
1 2 .  
1 3 .  
1 4 .  
1 s .  
1 6 .  
t.'hen your divorce becam� final , your personal grooming became l e s s  important 
from what it generally had been in the pas t .  
Your personal grooming hab its a r e  less important now from what they generally 
had been in the past . 
When your divorce became fina l ,  you though t about givin� u p  living . 
You wa.lt to g ive up living �· 
When your divorce became final , you dreaded being at home because of 
c ircums tances or  memories c reated by the d ivorce . 
You � dread be ing at home because of c ircumstances or memories caused by 
divorce .  
t�en your d ivorce became fina l ,  and you s tarted dating a�ain, you f e l t  
as i f  the person considered you good companv on a dat e .  (If you did not 
date , mark NA . )  
t.fuen you date now you feel 'a s  i f  the person considers you �ood company 
on a date,  ( Ir-you do not date , mark NA . )  
\�hen your divorce became f ina l ,  and you started dating,  you compared your. 
dates with your ex-spouse .  ( H  you· did not da te , mark :-lA . )  
When you da te now , you compare your da tes with your ex-spouse.  ( I f  you do 
not date, mark �A. )  
�en your divorce became fi�� l .  vou f e l t  that the divorce made you vi�w 
l i fe in a more neg�way than. �·ou �ene ral l y  had in the past . 
You now feel tha t the . d ivorce has made you view l i fe in <1 more n<·g�tb•e 
way than you !lenerally had in the pas t .  
\�hen your divorc-e be'"' me fina l , you fe 1 t as l f you "ere .1 happ i o r  pers,,n 
than you genera l ly had bet:n in the pa ,; t , 
You � feel :1s i f  you arc a hnpp ler person s ince the d l \·,, rc e .  
\.fuen vou r  ,l iv<' rcc bcrame f i na l , \'OU fe l t  l i ke a f.'l i l urc in vour a b i l l t v  
to  ha�e s .1 t i s fy ing-lnt�na l ·  rela t ionsh ip!'! more than vou  �;cnera l l �· 
had in the pas t .  
You now fee 1 1 i.ke a f.1 i l urc i. n  your a h  i lity t o  have sat is fyinl.l inte rpersona l 
relationships m<' re than you gene rally had in t h e  pas t ,  
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1 7 .  
1 8 .  
1 9 .  
20. 
2 1 .  
2 2 .  
23.  
24 . 
2 5 .  
26. 
2 7 . 
28 . 
29 . 
30. 
3 1 .  
32 . 
33 .  
14 .  
35 .  
36 . 
37 . 
When your d ivo rce became f ina l you felt as if you would never want to 
marry again . 
You now feel as i f  you would never want to marry again . 
When your divorce became f ina l ,  i t  was d i f f icult for you to tell  others 
that you were d ivorced . 
It is � d i fficult for you to t e l l  others that you are divorced . 
lfhen your divorce became fina l , your eating habits changed from what they 
generally had been in the past ( e . g . , not eating on a regular basis , doing 
without food , e tc . ) ,  
1fhen your divorce became f ina l ,  you t�ere reluctant to go to public 
functions alone . 
You � are reluc tant to go to public functions alone . 
When you1 d ivorce became fina l ,  you would have taken your ex-spouse back 
into you� l ife,  
You would take your ex-spouse back into your life  now. 
When your divorce became f inal , you grieved for your ex-spous e .  
You are grieving for your ex-spouse a t  the present time . 
l�hen your. divorce became fina l ,  and you started dating ag<� in ,  you felt  
as  if  you did not  know what to  talk  <Jbout on a da te , ( If  you did no t 
dat e ,  mark SA . )  
When vou date now, you feel a s  i f  you do not know what to talk ·about on 
the d�te. ( I fYou do not dat e ,  mark :JA . )  
When your d ivorce became f ina l ,  you t�anted more male companionship.  
You. would l ike more ma le companionsh ip �· 
When your d ivorce became f ina l ,  you felt  as if your general atti tude toward 
life  was reasonab le in view of the c ircumstances.  
You now fee l as if  your general a t t i tude toward l i fe is reasonab le in  view 
of t�circumstances .  
When your d ivorce becmn" fina l ,  you d re:tded spending an evening a lone 
more than you generally had in the past . 
You now dread spending an even ing alone more than vou generally h;Jd in 
the pas t .  
1-'hen your d ivorce hecame f in.� ! , you falt un lovab le more than you genera l l �· 
had in the pas t .  
You feal unlov.�hle now mo re than you �enera l ly have in the pas t .  
- 2 -
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38. When your divorce bec ame fina l you thought being single for the rest of 
your l i fe would be undesirab l e .  
39. You � f e e l  t h a t  being s i n g l e  for the rest o f  your life would b e  undes irab l e .  
40,  When your d ivorce became f i na l ,  it bothered you t o  b e  a round people you 
and your ex-spouse both knew wel l .  
4 1 .  I t  bothers you � t o  be around people you and your ex-spouse both knew 
we l l .  
4 2 .  When your divorce became fina l ,  you made new f r iends. 
43,  You � make new friend s ,  
4 4 .  When your divorce became fina l ,  y o u  found 'your job t o  b e  l e s s  bearable 
than i t  genera l ly had been in the pas t .  ( I f  you were unemp loyed , mark �A. ) 
4 5 .  You find that your j ob (emoloyment) is l ess bearable now thar it gene ral ly 
had been in the pa s t ,  ( I f  you a r e  unemplo ed , mark �h7) 
46 . When your divorce became fina l , you be�an to smoke more than you genera l l y 
had in the pa s t . ( I f  you d id not smoke , mark NA. ) 
47 . You smoke more now than you gen e ra l l v  d i d  in the pas t .  ( I f  you d o  not 
smoke , mark NA.-)--
48. When your d ivorce became fina l ,  and y o u  started dating again , you f e l t  
self-�onscious on a d a t e .  { I f  y o u  did not da t e ,  �ark NA . )  
4 9 .  You � fee l sel f-conscious on a date . ( I f  you do not dat e ,  nark NA . )  
SO. When your d ivorce became fina l ,  you found that your work or leisure act ivity 
outside the home helped you in reorgani% ing a new l i fe . 
5 1 .  You now find that your work o r  l e i sure acti vity outside the home help� 
you rn-reorganiz ing a new l i fe .  
5 2 .  When your d ivorce bec ame fina l ,  it was hard for you to rea l i ze that the 
pas t was gone and you could not l ive it any �o re. 
S).  I t  i s  hard f o r  you t o  rea l i ze no"w that t h e  past is gone a n d  you cannot 
l ive it any mo r e .  
5 4 .  When your d ivorce became final , you d readed eat in� alone more th.1n you 
general ly had in the past . 
5 5 .  You .r1.0.w ct re'l<l ea t inll: a.l on �  morf' than you ;�ene ra l l v  had ln the t>a s t .  
56 . When your d ivorce became f inal , you felt that your l i fe was more chaotic 
and l acked rout i n e ,  more than you �ener.1 l.ly had in t,h e p.t s t .  
5 7 .  You !!E.!! feel that your l i fe i s  d�:�o t ic and tacks routine more th.1n i t  
genera l l y  had i n  t h e  past. 
- ) -
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SS. When your divo rc e  became fina l ,  you blamed your ex-spouse for causin� the 
divorce . 
59. You � blame your ex-spouse for causing the d ivo rc e. 
60. When your divorce became f ina l ,  you had frustrated feelin�s about your 
sexual l i f e .  
6 1 .  You -� have frus t ra t ed feelings about your sexual l i f e .  
6 2 .  Wh e n  your d ivorce became f ina l ,  you had more d i f f i culty in remembering t � in�i 
than you generally had in the pas t .  
63. You � have more d i f f icul t y  rememb ering things than you �;enera l ly had in 
the pa s t . 
64 . When your divorce became final , you began to dr ink more than you genera l l y 
d id in the pas t . ( I f  you did no t drink, mark �A. )  
6 S .  You dr ink more now than you generally d id in the past . ( I f  you do no t 
drink, mark �A.;--
66. When your divorce became fina l ,  and you star ted dat ing again , it was d i f ricul: 
for you to have positive feel ings towards your date, ( I f  you d id not dat � .  
mark NA. )  
6 7 .  When you date � ·  i t  i s  d i f ficult for you t o  hav� po s i t ive fee l ings to�ards 
your d a t e .  ( I f  you do no t da t e ,  mark NA . )  
6 8 .  When your d ivorce became fina l ,  you became more interes ted in church , c ivic . 
or soc ial act ivi ti es than you generally had been in the pa s t .  
69 . ·You are more interested in churc h ,  civi c ,  o r  soc i a l  ac t ivit ies � than �ou 
genera lly had been in the pas t . 
70. lolhen your divor<:e became f ina l ,  it ·.•as hard to accept your present stat� of 
a f fair s wi thout resentment , 
7 1 .  I t " is now hard to accep t your present state of a f fa i rs without resentment . 
7 2 .  When your divorce became f ina l ,  planning socia l activities over the we ek-en� 3 
caused feel ings of anxiety more than they generally had in the pa s t .  
7 3 .  Planning social ac tivi ties for week-ends causes you feel ings o f  anxiety now 
more than they had in the pas t .  
7 4 .  When y·our d ivorce becnl'te fina l ,  do ing things vour ex-spouse h:�d be 
r�spons ible for doln� seemed overwh e lming. 
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7 S .  Doing thin�s your e x-spouse had been respons i h l e  f o r  doing now �e ems o���h� ��in� . 
7 6 .  lolhim your d ivorce bec.,me f i na l ,  �·ou f e l t  as i f  you d i d  no t wish t o  be 
catego ri zed as a "dfvm.;� 
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7 7 .  You � f e e l  as i f  you d o  not wish to be categorized a s  a "divorcee " . 
78 . When your divorce became ·fina l ,  you fe l t  you were unab le to make a sat i s factoJry 
sexual adjus tmen t .  
79. You � feel that you do ' not have a s a t i s factory sexual adj us tmen t .  
80. When your divorce became f i na l ,  you had more dif fi cul ty sleeping than you 
genera l ly had in the pas t ,  
8 1 .  You � have more d i f ficulty sleeping than you genera lly had i n  t h e  pa s t . 
82. When your divorce became f ina l ,  and you s tarted da ting aga i n ,  you felt 
as if you were good company on a date , ( I f  you d id not date , mark NA . )  
a·).  When you date now you feel as i f  you a r e  good company on a da t e .  ( I f  
you d o  n o t  da te;-mark NA , )  
84. \Jhen your d ivorce became final , you had more dif ficulty in h�ndlin� the 
s i tuat ion if vour date became too bold than you did before you married . 
( I f  you did no t date , mark .NA. ) 
8 5 .  You have more d i f ficulty i n  hand l i ng the situation now i f  your date beco�es 
too b o ld than you d id be fore you married . ( I f  you �no t da t e ,  mark SA . )  
86. \Jhen your d ivorce became final , you fel t as if the divorce made it pos s i b le 
for you to become � s t ronger pe rson than you had genera lly been in the 
pas t .  
8 7 . You now feel ·that the d ivorce made i t  possible fo r you to become a stron�er 
perso;-than you genera l l y  had been in the pas t .  
88 . When your divorce became final , it was a necessity to "sound -o f f" to family , 
friends , or others . 
89 . It is � necessary for you to "sound o f f" to fami ly·, f r i end s ,  or others . 
90 . \Jhen your divo rce became f ina l ,  you b l aned your s e l f  for the d ivc>rc e .  
9 1 .  You � blame yourself for t h e  d ivorce . 
9 2 .  When your divorce became fina l ,  you f e l t  more sel f-confident than you 
genera lly had in the pas t. 
9 3 .  You � feel more s e l f-confident than you genera l ly have i n  t h e  pa s t .  
- 5 -
103 
104 
ANSWER SHEET 
(PAGE 1) 
Answer Sheet : Dec ide how true each st:l teme� on the quest ionnaire is fo r you . Circ l e  your 
answer in the appropriate column provided below, Onlv c i rc le one answer 
fo r each ques t ion . 
always o r  a lways or 
almos t usually s ome t imes somet imes usually almost always no t  
alwavs true t rue t rue not true not true not t rue a22licable 
1 .  X X X X X X 
2 .  X X X X X X 
3 .  X X X X X X 
4 .  X X X X X X 
5 .  X X X X X X 
o .  X X X X X X 
7 .  X X X X X X �A 
8 .  X X X X X X �A 
9 .  X X X X X X �A 
10. X X X X X X XA 
1 1 .  X X X X X X 
1 2 .  X X X X X X 
1 3 .  X X X X . X X 
1 4 .  X X X X X X 
1 5 .  X X • X X X X 
1 6 .  X X X X X X 
1 7 .  X X X X X X 
1 8 .  X X X X X X 
1 9 .  X X X X X X 
20. X X X X X X 
2 1 .  X X X X X X 
2 2 .  X X X X X X 
2 J .  X X X X X X 
- l -
INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT 
Directions :  All o f  u s  exoerience c rises in our live s .  Some o f  these c rises 
may be re L1ted to marriag� and the "ups" and "downs" of such a relationship . 
Please recal l  the mo st recent t ime when you we re concerned about your �arriage 
and ' the future o f  this relationship. Please read each statement care fullv and 
decide how accurate ly i t  describes you. Nark your anst�er on the enclosed answer 
sheet . Th ink carefully about each i tem, but do not dwell on any of them. There 
are no rip.ht or t.:ron��; answers.  Some i tems contain the words "from what thev 
generally had been in the pas t . "  This !lhrase refers to your usual pat terns of 
behaviors in vour adult  l i fe .. \Jhere the words "when vou were experiencinF; a low 
point" appear·, think about the mos t recent t ime you w� re concerned about your 
marital relationship . 
1 .  When you experienced a low eo in t ,  your personal ·grooming became less important 
than what i t  generally had been in the pas t .  
2 .  Your personal grooming habits  are less imnortant � than what they Rene rally 
h 1d been in the pas t .  
3 .  !.'hen you experienced a low eoint . you thought about giving up l ivini!. 
4. You want to give up living �· 
5. IJhcn you experienced a low ooin t ,  you d rcadcd being at home because of  
circums tances or memories associated wi th marria��;e . 
6 .  You now dread being a t  home because o f  c ircums tances o r  memories associated 
wi th-ehe marriage.  
7 .  When you experienced � low yoint , you fe l t  that vou viewed l ife in a more 
negative way than you generally had in the past . 
8 ,  You � f e e l  that the low noint has made you view l i f e  in a more negative 
way than you gene rally had in the pas t . 
9 .  \Jhen you experienced a low no in t ,  you felt as i f  you were a hapn icr person 
than you generally had he en in the 11as t .  
10.  You � fee l as i f  you are a happier person since the low point . 
1 1 .  When you ex!lc rienced a low poi n t ,  you fe lt like a failure i n  your abi lity to 
have satisfying inte'q'ersonal re lat ionships more than you p.eneral l y had in 
the pas t .  
" 1 2 .  You � feel l ike a fai lure i n  vnur ah i l i ty t o  have satisfy ing interoe rs<>nal 
re lat ionsh ips more than you p.enera llv harl in the oas t .  
1 3 .  \Jhen you experienced a low noi n t ,  vnu thou�ht about the poss ib i l itv of 
divorce . 
1 4 .  You � th ink ahout the pos s ih i l i tv o f  divorce . 
1 5 .  \Jhen you cxJ'l.eriencc'd a low no i n t ,  i t  w.'ls cl i f f icu lt for you t o  t<' l l  otht'rs 
that you ��e re CXl'leriE>ncln� marit3l conf lict . 
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1 6 .  I t  i s  no� d i f fi cult for you t o  tell ot hers when you are e�eriencin� �a rital 
con f l i� 
· 1 7 .  \-/he n you experienced a lm.� oo int , your eat in� habits chan�ed from what thev 
generally had been in the pas t (e . g . , not eating on a regular bas·is , doing 
without food) . 
1 8 .  Your eat ing hab i t s � are d i f ferent than wha t they had been i n  the pa st . 
1 9 .  1-/hen you experienced a low ooint , you were rel•Jctant to �o to publ ic func t ions 
alone . 
20. You � a re reluctant to go to pub l i c func ti ons al one . 
2 1 .  1-/hen you experienced a 1 �  po in t ,  you s t i l l  wanted to ma intain the marria�e 
re lat ionsh ip . 
2 2 .  You want to ma inta in ?Our marriage relat ionship .!!2!!· 
2 3 .  When you experienced a 1 �  ooint , y o u  were depressed about your relationship . 
2 4 .  Y�u are depressed about your relationship �· 
2 5 .  1-/hen you e�erienced a lo� po int , you wanted more compan ionship with o ther 
ma les . 
2 6 .  You �ould l ike �ore companionship with o ther ma les �· 
2 7 . When you elmerienced a low po in t ,  you felt a s  i f  your !l:ttneral a t t i tude 
t oward life \�as reasonable in view of the ci rcum�tance� . 
2 8 .  You now feel as if your general a t t i tude toward l i fe is reasonab le in view 
o f  t�ci rcu�s tances . 
29 . When you exp�rienced a low noi n t ,  you dreaded spending an evenin� alone mo re 
than you general ly had in the pa s t .  
30. You now dread snendin� an evenin� alone more than vou genera l ly d i d  in the 
pas t .  
3 1 .  When you experienced a l aw  po int , you felt un lovable more than you gen erally 
had in the · o a s t .  
32 . You feel unlovab l e � more than you gene ra lly d id in the past . 
33.  1-/hen you e;cperienced a low po i n t ,_ vou thought h e i n� s i ngle \oiO uld he de s i rab l e .  
34 .  You � think that being si np;le would h<' cle sirable.  
35 . \-/he n you experienced .1 low pot n t ,  i t  hoth<•red vou t o  he a round neople v�u 
and you r  spou�e both knew we l l .  
106 
-3-
36 . It bo thers you !!,2;:! to be around people you and your spouse both know wel l .  
3 7 .  l·:tlen you experienced a low poin t ,  you made new friends . 
3 8 .  You � make new friends .  
39 . l"hen you experienced a low noin t ,  you found your .1 ob to be less bearab le than 
it generally had been in the past . (If  you were unemp loyed , mark NA . )  
40.  You find that your j ob (emp loyment) i s  less bearable now than i t  generally 
had been in the past . (If  you are unemployed ,  mark NA:) 
4 1 .  ��en you experienced a low point ,  you began t o  smoke more tnan you generally 
had in _the past . ( I f  you did not smoke , mark NA. )  
4 2 .  You smoke more !!,2;:! than you gene ral :,y did i!l the past . ( I f  you do not smoke , 
mark NA . )  
4 3 .  When _you experie:.ced a low ooint , you felt sel f- :onscious out .in  public  wi th 
your spous e .  
44 . You � feel sel f-conscious out in - publ ic wi th your spouse . 
45 .  l"hen you experienced a low po int , vou fo�nd that your work or leisure act ivitv 
outs ide the horne he lped you in or�anizin� your life.  
46 . You now f ind that vour work or lei sure activity outside the home helps you in 
organi z ing your life .  
4 7 .  Uhen you experienced a low point , i t  was hard for you to rea lize that the 
pas t  was gone and �·ou could not live it any mor e .  
4 8 .  It is hard for you t o  ·realize � that the pas t is gone and you cannot live 
it any more . 
49 . 
so.  
5 1·. 
5 2 .  
5 3 .  
54 . 
When you experienced a low noint , you dreaded eat ing with your spouse! more 
than you generally had in the pas t .  
You !!.2;:! dread eat ing with your spouse more than you p,enerally J i cl  i n  the 
pas t .  
l"hen you experi�nced a low point , you f e l t  that your life was mor� chaotic 
and lacked rout in.- more than you )!enera lly had in the past . 
You now fee l  that vou� l i fe is chaotic and lacks rout ine more than it  
generall y  did in the past . 
When you t!Xperlenced a low po int , you b lamed your spouse for caus ln<: narita t 
con f l ic t .  
You � blame your spouRe for cau>" i n� ma rital  conf l ic t . 
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55.  When �·ou exoerienced a low po in t ,  you had frustrated fee l ings about vour 
sexua l l i f e .  
56.  You � have frus trated feelin�s about your sexual l i fe . 
57.  When you expe rienced a low oo tnt , you had more di fficu l ty in remembering 
things than you generally had in the oa s t .  
58. You now have mo re d i f f i cu lty remembering things than you gene ra l ly had in 
the pas t .  
5 9 .  l�en you experienced a low po in t ,  you began t o  drink more than you �tenerally 
did in the pas t . ( I f  you did not drink , mark �A. )  
60. You drink more now than you genera lly did in the pas t .  ( I f  you d o  not d r ink , 
mark �A . )  
6 1 .  When you experienced a low po int , you b ecame mo:.·� interested in church , 
civ ic , or social ac tivi ties than you �ene ral ly ; �d been in the past . 
6 2 .  You are more interes ted in church , civic , or social act ivi t ies now than you 
generally had been in the pas t .  
6 3 .  l>'hen :tou .experienced a low po in t ,  i t  was hard to accept your present st ate 
o f  a f fa i rs t."i thout res entment .  
6 4 .  I t  is � h.:trd t o  accept your present s tate o f  af fairs wi thout resentmen t .  
6 5 .  l�en you experi enced a low po int , p l:mning soc ial ac t iv i t ies over the 
week-ends caused fee lings of anxiety more than it gene ra l ly had ln the 
pas t .  
66 . Planning socia l activit ies for week-ends causes you fee lings o f  anxiety 
� more than it gene ra lly did in the pas t .  
6 7 ,  When you experienced a low noint , dividing family respons i b i l i t ies seeeed 
overwhe lm inst.  
68.  Dividin��: family responsib i l i t ies .!!£!! seer.�s overwhelming . 
69.  When you experienced a low po i n t ,  you fe l t  a s  i f  you did not w.,nt othe r  pec,pl e  
t o  catego rize your marriage a s  unhappy . 
7 0 .  You � f e e l  .:�s i f  you do n o t  wis h people to categorize y o u r  mar r iage a �  
unhapp�· · 
7 1 .  l�en you exnerienced , low no lnt . you f e l t  you were unab le to achi<'Ve a 
satisfac tory sexual adj ustme n t .  
7 2 .  You � feel .that you do not have a satis factory sexua l ad.1us tm<'n t .  
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7 3 .  \�en you expe rienced a lov point , you had more d i f ficu l tv s leeping than you 
general ly had in the pas t .  
7 4 .  You � have �ore d i f f iculty s leeping than you gene rally had in the oas t .  
75 . \�en you experienced a lov point , you had more difficulty in handling 
sexual ini t i ations by your spouse than you gene rally had in .the p as t .  
76 . You have more d i f f i cu l ty nov in handling sexual initiations by your spouse 
than you gener-a l ly had inthe pa st . 
77.  When you experienced a low ooint , you felt as if the con f l i c t  made it 
possible for you to become a stronger person than you generally had been in 
the pas t .  
7 8 .  You nov feel that the conf lict made i t  oossibl e for you t o  become a s t ronger 
pers�than you �enerally had been in the pas t . 
79.  When you experi<mced a lov po int , it was a necess ity to "sound o f f" to fami l y ,  
friend s ,  o r  others . 
BO . It is .!!..2!:!. n-ecessary for you to "sound off" to fami ly , friends , or others . 
8 1 .  When you experienced a lov po int , you b la�ed yourself for the con f l ict . 
8 2 .  You � b l am-e yourself for the con f l ic t . 
8 3 .  \�en you experienced a lov po int , you felt more self-conf ident than you 
gene rally had in the pas t . 
84 . Y.ou � feel �ore self-confident than you gene rally d i d  in the !'HlS t .  
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ANSWER SHEET 
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Answe r Shee t : Oecide h01� true each statement on the quest ionnaire i s  for you .  ·ci rcle 
your answe r in the a!'nropri ate colu�n orovided be low. Onlv e i re le one answer for e :� ch 
ques t ion . 
always or usually so�e t imes some t imes usuall� always o r  not 
almo s t  t rue true not t rue not t rue a l mos t always aop l i ca!>le 
at.vs £Nit not · true 
l .  X X X X X X 
2 .  X X X X X X 
) .  X X X X X X 
4 .  X X X X X X 
5 .  X X X X X X 
6 .  X X X X X X 
7 .  X X X X X X 
8 .  X X X X X X 
9 .  X X X X X X 
1 0 .  X X X X X X 
1 1 .  X X X X X X 
12 . X X X X X X 
1 3 .  X X X X X X 
1 4'. X X X X X X 
1 5 .  X X X X X X 
1 6 .  X X X X X X 
1 7 .  X X X X X X 
18.  X X X X X X 
1 9 .  X X X X X X 
20 . X X X X X X 
2 1 .  X X X X X X 
2 2 .  X X X X X X 
2 3 .  X X X X X X 
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FAMILY RELATIONS INVENTORY 
DIRECTIO�S : The purpose o f  this ques t ionnaire is to find out about your l i fe 
s tyle and fami ly re l a tionships . Please read each quest ion care f ully and pri n t  
>·o ur answers in t h e  !> l ank provided . For que s t ions where no b lank is p rovided 
c i rcle your answe rs on t he ques t ionna i re . 
1 .  How old are y�u? ------J " ·  
2 .  How old were �·ou when you married? rs . 
3. How old were you when youT divorce was f inal? vrs . 
4 .  How long have you �een divorced? months . 
5 .  How many months were there be tween the time you and your ex-spouse separated 
and the date your divorce was granted? months . 
6 .  How many hour• per week do you work outs ide the home? -----'hrs . 
How many hours per week did you work outs ide the home prior to your divorce? 
-=:-,-
-
.....,.,=
h r s .  
(!�ri te " 0 "  in t h e  b l ank i f  you d o  no t work outside the home . )  
8 .  !,Tha t  is your highe s t  level of educa t i on? 
1 .  less than grade 8 
2 .  completed grade 8 
3. at tended high school , but did no t g raduate 
4. graduated from h i gh school 
5 .  a t tended college , but d id not graduate 
6. graduated c o l lege or received �� degree 
7. at tended graduate school 
8. received graduate degree (�las ters , Doc tora t e ,  J . D . , �I. D. , e t c . )  
9 .  I f  you are i n  school now what degree are you worki ng on? 
1. not in schoo l now 
2 .  h i gh schoo l d ip loma o r  G . E . D . 
3. B . A. or il . S .  
4 .  M . A . , � . S . ,  o r  M . B . A .  
5 .  Ed . S .  
6 .  J . D .  o r  � . D .  
7 .  Ph . D .  o r  Ed . D . 
8 .  othe r ,  p lease desc ribe 
10. Please fill in the amount o f  money you receive . yearly from the f o l low { n �  
sources (.for chi ld �upport and al imony f i l l  i n  t h e  amount you a c t u a l l y  receive 
f rom your ex-spou»\! rather than wha t  yo·u were awardcu in your divorce s e t t l.:?ment) . 
I{ you are not sure of the elCact amount g lve your bes t est ima te . 
1 .  inco:!ll! from �mployment r yea r .  
2 .  income f rom c h i l d  suprort yca r .-
3. incor.�e f ron al i:'lony Y<'•U .  
4 .  incor.lC f rom ch i l d ' s  earnings y<'a r .  
5 .  income f rom re l a t ives }'ear.  
6. other inco� cr y<'ar. 
If you have marked "other lncomt!" p l ease desc r i be •Jhat th\!se sources arc : 
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1 1 .  What is the amount of child support you were awarded by the cour t? 
$ ner ------
1 2 .  \'hat was your yearly family income prior to your divorce ? $ 
Fill in the amount you received yearly from the following so·u-r�c-e�s-.--�t�f�y�o-u 
are not sure of the exact amount give your best es timate . 
1 .  husband ' s  income 
· 
·per yea r .  
2 .  w i fe ' s income er year . 
3 .  o ther income er year .  
I f  you marked "other income" please describe what these sources were : 
1 3 .  For each child currentlv living in your home circle thei r sex and write in 
th e i r  age in the chart provided below: 
child sex age 
l. M F 
2. M F 
3. M F 
4. � F 
5 .  � , 
6. :M t 
14 . For each ch i ld no t curre ntly l iving in your home circle the i r  sex and wr i t e in 
the ir age in the chart p rovided helow. Also circle "yes" if they have an'· 
f i nancial res�onsibi l i t y  towards the i r  suppo r t .  I f  they support themselve s ,  o r  
someone e l se su??O rt s t.hem, c i rc l e  "no". \lrite "none" i f  you have n o  child ren 
that are not cu rrent.ly l iving in your home . 
child sex aae YO\l cont rtb,ute to the i r  sun!"�rt 
1 • . H ., XES NO 
2. M F Y£S \':0 
b M F ns xo 
4. :i , YES Xl' 
s. lf 1 YE$ :'\0 
1 5 .  What re l i �i on are you ? 
1 .  Pro t e s t .:m t  
.2 .  Ca tho l ic 
J .  Jewi sh 
4 .  none 
5 .  o t he r ,  p l�ase desc ribe 
16 . What is vour race ? 
1 .  Cauc�s lan 
"2 .  NeKroid 
3. �n�o loid 
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1 7 .  I n  your opin ion, how involved were you in the decision to se parate from 
your spous e ?  
1 8 .  
1 9 . 
1 .  to ta lly i nvo lved 
2 .  very involved 
3 .  partly involved 
4 .  only s l i gh t l y involved 
5 .  not at all involved 
In 
1 .  
2 .  
) .  
4 .  
5 .  
In 
1 .  
2 .  
) .  
4 .  
5 .  
your op inion, how involved were you in the decis ion to d ivorce? 
total ly invo lved 
ve ry involved 
partly involved 
only sl ightly involved 
not at a l l  involved 
your opinion , how involved t�e re you in the decisi on to seek legal couns e l ?  
to tally involved 
ve ry involved 
partly involved 
only s l ightly involved 
not a t  all involved 
2 0 .  I n  your op inion, h aw  involved were you i n  the decision t o  seek psycholog1cal or 
marital counseling prior to your d ivo rce? 
1 .  we d id not seek any counseling 
2. totally i nvolved 
3. very i nvolved 
4. partly involved 
5 .  only s ligh t !�· involved 
6. not at all involved 
2 1 .  I n  your .op inion, h aw  involved were you in the custody de c i ><1.on? 
1. to tally i nvo lved 
2 .  ve ry invol\•ed 
) .  partly involved 
4 .  only s l i ghtly involved 
5. not at all involved 
2 2 . In your op inion, how involved tJe re you in decisions regard in� the place where 
you l i ved at the t ime of your separation? (Decis ions such as who tJ.ou ld sta�· 
and who would leave , who 10ould keep the house or apar tment_, would your house 
be sold , e t c . ) 
1 .  totally involved 
2. very invoh•ed 
3. partly involved 
4. only s ligh tly involved 
5. not at a l l  invo lved 
2 3 .  In your opinion, haw involved we re �·ou in dec i s ions rcg.1rd l ng the d i vis ion ,;[ 
your j o int prop e r t y ?  
1 .  tota l lv involved 
2. very l �volved 
3.  partly involved 
4. only s l ight ly involved 
5. not at all involved 
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24. In your opinion , how invo lved was your spouse in the decision to separ a t e  
from you? 
1. totally involved 
2. ve ry involved 
3. partly invo lved 
4. only slightly involved 
5. not at all involved 
25.  In your opin ion , how involved was your spouse i n  the decision t o  divo r � e ?  
1 .  totally involved 
2. very involved 
3.  p�r t ly involved 
4. only s lightly involved 
5. no t at all involved 
26. In your opinion , how involved was your spouse in the decis ion to seek 
legal counsel? 
1 .  totally involved 
2. very involved 
3. partly invo lved 
4 .  on ly s l ight ly involved 
5. not at a l l  involved 
2 7 .  In your o p inion , how involved was your spouse i n  the dec ision t o  seek 
psycho logical or marital couns e l ing prior to your divo rce? 
1 .  we d i d  �ot seek any couns el ing 
2. totally invo lved 
3 .  very invo lved 
4. partly involved 
5. only "s l igh t l y  involved 
6. not at a l l  involved 
28.  I n  your opinion , how involved was your spouse i n  the custody dec is ion? 
l .  to"tcilly involved 
2. very involved 
3 .  pa r t ly involved 
4. o n ly s l igh tly involved 
5. not at all involved 
2 9 .  In your opin ion , how involved was your �pouse i n  dec is i�ns re�arding the 
p lace where you lived at the t ime of your separation? (Decisions su�h 
as _who �uld stay and who would leave , who would keep the house or 
apartment , would your house be sold , etc . )  
I .  totally involved 
2. very involved 
J.  partly involved 
4 .  only sl ightly involved 
5. no t at a l l  involved 
JO . In your opin ion , how involved was your spouse in decisions re�:tr.l ln.: t ho! 
d ivision of vour j o int property? 
1 .  totally inv<> l ved 
2 .  very i nvo lved 
J. partly in,•o lved 
4, only s l i�htly involved 
5. not at a l l  involved 
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3 1 .  Does your ex-spouse l ive i n  Knox County? 
1. yes 
2. no 
If no , est imate the number of miles he l ives from your home . _____ m.iles . 
FOR THE Qt:ESTIO�S THAT FOLLOH , CONSIDER ONLY YOUR CHILDREN UNDER 18 1-'HO Ct:RRE:\TLY 
LIVE IHTH YOL IT �LW BE DI FFICULT TO HAVE SPECIFIC INFOR.:"IATiml ABOl'T SmlE OF 
THESE Qt:ESTIO�S . I� THESE CASES CO�SIDER YOl'R GENERAL IMPRESSIO�S . 
3 2 .  How frequently does the non-cus todial parent see his child or children ? 
1. not at all 
2 .  a few t imes a year 
3 .  at leas t once a month 
4 .  at leas t twice a month 
5 .  a t  least once a week 
6. at least twice a week 
7 .  more than twice a week 
3 3 .  How o f ten does (do) your child ( child ren) stay over nigh t at the non-cus tod ial 
parent ' s  home? 
1. not at all 
2 .  a few times per year 
3. at least once a month 
4. at least twice a month 
5 .  at least once a week 
6. at leas t twice a week 
7 .  mo re than twice a week 
3 4 .  How often does (do) you ch ild ( ch ildren) spend extended periods of t ime (t:ore 
than two days at  a t ime ) with the ·non-cus todial parent?  1.-eeks 
per year . 
3 5 .  How o ften does the ·non-custodial parent cancel or miss prearranged vis it� �i th 
your child or children? 
1 .  never o r  almost never 
2. seldom 
3. sonet i.nes 
4 .  frequentl)' 
5 .  always or almost  always 
6.  there a re no p rearranged visits 
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3 6 .  Cons idering t h e  ag·e and/or abi lit ies of your child, how much does t h e  non­
custod ial parent al low the child or chi1dren to participa-te in decis ions regarding 
the frequency or t ime of  visitation ? 
· 
1 .  neve r or almost never 
2. se ldom 
3 .  somet imes 
4 .  f requently 
5 .  always or almost always 
6. chi ld is too young to part icipate 
3 7 .  !low of ten does the non-custodial parent consider the int e res ts of your �h i ld 
or children in p lanning act ivit ies dur ing h is vis i tation ? 
1. never or almost never 
2. seldom 
3. some t imes 
4. frequently 
5. alwAys or almost a lways 
3 8 .  How of ten does the non-cus todial parent init iate spontaneous interact ion with 
your ch i ld or children? (phone calls,  visits in add it ion to the regularly 
scheduled visitation, etc . )  
1 .  never o r  almost never 
2. se ldom 
' 3 .  somet ines 
4. f requently 
S. very frequently 
39. How often does (do) your child (children) see relatives of the non-custnd ial 
parent? 
1 .  never o r  almost never 
2. seldom 
3 .  somet imes 
4. f requently 
S. very f requently 
40. How of ten does the non-cus tod ial parent fail to make a child suppo rt ?a)�ent ?  
1 .  always o r  almost always 
2 .  f requently 
3.  some t imes 
4. frequently 
S. very f requently 
4 1 .  How o ften does the non-cus todial parent take an interest i n  your child ' s  or 
children ' s  educat ional achievements?  (vis iting the schoo l , parent-teacher 
conference s ,  participat ion in P . T . A . , viewing report cards , etc . ) 
1 .  never or a lmost never 
2 .  seldom 
3. somE' t i�E'!I 
4. frequently 
S .  always or almost  always 
42.  How o f ten does the non-cus todial parent take an interest in your chi ld ' s  or 
children ' s  extra-curricular ac t ivities (at tends rec itals or p lays in wh ich 
your child ·performs , goes to scout meetings , attends sports activit ies in 
which your child is involved, att ends special func tions to which parents 
are invited, etc . )  
1. never or a lmos t  never 
2 .  seldom 
3 .  sometimes 
4 .  frequently 
5 .  always o r  atmost .always 
4 3 .  How often does the non- custodial parent involve your ch i ld o r  chi ldren in � is 
achievements or specia.l ce lebrat ions? (his birthday , spec 131 aw3 rds cr honors 
· he migh t receive , etc  • .) 
1 .  never or almost never 
2 .  se ldom 
3. somet imes 
4 .  f requent ly 
5 .  ah·ays o r  almost always 
4 4 .  How o f ten doe s the non-custodial parent invo lve your child or chi l dren i n  h i s  
signi f icant relat ionships? (his frienrls , dates , second wi f e ,  et c . ) 
1 .  neve r  or almos t never 
2 .  se ldom 
3. somet imes 
4; f rt>quent l y  
5. alw3ys or almost always 
1 1 6  
45.  How d o  you think the non-custodial p�rent feels about the qua l i tv of h i s  
interact ion with your ch ild or children? 
1 .  always or almo s t  always unsa t i s f i ed 
2 .  usually unsatis fied 
3 .  sometimes unsat i s f ied 
4 .  somet imes satis fied 
5 .  usually satis fied 
6 .  always o r  almo s t  always sat i s f ied 
4 6 .  In your opinion, how impo rtant is (are) your child (child ren ) to the non­
custodial pa rent? 
1 .  very unimportant 
2. unimpor tant 
3 .  important 
4. very important 
4 7 .  Hew do you feel about the quant i ty of interaction between you and your 
ex-npouae? 
1 .  always o r  almos t always unsa tis f i ed 
2 .  usually unsatisf ied 
3 .  somet imes unsat i s fied 
4 .  sometimes sat i s fied 
5 .  usually sat i s f ied 
6 .  always o r  almos t always s a t is fi ed 
48. How d o  you feel about the quant itv of interaction be tween the non-cust�dial 
parent and your c h i ld or children? 
1 .  always or almost always unsatis fied 
2 •  usually uns a t i s fied 
3 .  some t imes uns."ltisfied 
4 .  sometimes sat i s f ied 
5 .  usually sat i s f i ed 
6 .  always o r  almos t always sat i s f i ed 
49.  I n  your opin'ion , how of ten does con f l ic t  occur be tween t h e  non-c ustodia l 
parent and your child or chi ldren? 
1 .  very frequen t ly 
2 .  f requently 
3. somet imes 
4 .  sel dom 
5 .  never or almost never 
50 . Hav do .!2.� about the qua litY. · o f  f. nter�ction he tween you :md your 
ex-spouse? 
1 .  a lways or a lmnst a lways- unsa t i s f i ed 
2 .  usua l ly unsa t i s f ied 
3. some times unsat is fied 
4 .  somet imes satis fied 
5 .  usually satis f ied 
6 .  always or ."l lmost alwavs s a t i s f ied. 
S l .  In your op inion , how often 1 �  there con f l i c t  between vou and ynur ex-sp�use? 
1 .  very fr equently 
2 .  frequently 
3. some t imes 
4. se ldom 
5 .  never n r  almost never 
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5 2 .  How d o  vou feel about the quantity of interact ion between you and your 
child or· ch i ld r en? 
1 .  always or almo s t  a lways unsatis f ied 
2 .  usual l y  unsatis fied 
3. sometimes uns at is fied 
4 .  somet imes s a t i s f i ed 
5 .  usua l ly satis fied 
6.  always or a lmo s t  always s a t is f ied 
5 3 .  How d o  you th ink vour ch i ld or chi ldren feel(s ) about the quant i t¥ 0 f  
interac t ion between them and yours e l f ?  
5 4 .  
1 .  always o r  almo s t  always unsa tisf ied 
2 .  usua l ly uns a t i s f i ed 
3 .  sometimes unsatis fi ed 
4 .  somet imes s a t i s f i ed 
5 .  usuaily satis • ied 
6 .  always or alr1ost a lways 'iatisf ied 
In your opinion, how o ften i s  there confli.r.t 
or c h i ld ren? 
l .  very frequen t l y  
2.  frequen.tly 
3. sor.tet imes 
4 .  seldom 
5 .  never or a lmos t  never 
b etween you and your child 
5 5 .  How do you th ink that your c h i l d  or child r en currentlv f ee l ( s )  about )"our 
divp rce? 
1. very unaccept ing 
2 .  una ccept ing 
3. ·accep ting 
4. very acceptin� 
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56 . How do you th ink your ch i ld or children fee l (s )  about the qua n t i t �  � f  in teract ion 
be t•>een them and the non-custodial parent ? 
1 .  a lways o r  almo s t  a lways unsa t i s f ied 
2 .  usua l ly unsa t i s f ied 
3 .  uns<� t i s f i ed 
4. satis fied 
5. usua l l y  s a t i s f ied 
6. always or <1 lmos t always satis fied 
5 7 .  How do you th ink your child or c h i ld ren fccl ( s )  about the qua l i t� o f  interact ion 
between them and t h e  non-custodial pa r en t ?  
58.  
1 • .  a l..-nys or almo s t  always un satis f i ed 
2.  usu:t l ly un sat is f ied 
3. sometimes unsat isfied · 
4 .  some ti�e s  sa t is f ied 
5. us ua l l y s�t is fi ed 
6 .  a l ways or a l most alw:tys satis fied 
!low Jo WIU th ink vour ex-spouse fe e l s  .1 bout the _g_��!�Y o f  int erac t ion 
bc.tween. him and y�ur s e l f ?  
-- - -
1 .  always or a l most always unsa t isf ied 
2 .  usua l l y  unsa� i s f icd 
J. somet imes unsa t is f ied 
4 .  some t imes s a t i s fied 
5. usua l l y  sat i s f i ed 
e- .  ., , ��t-ty� or ., 1-.�c:;t  ,.., 1 t..r:1vq �., t  f s f f e,f 
5 9 .  How do you think your. ex-spouse feels about the qual i ty of interac t ion 
between him and yourself� 
1. always or a lmost a lways unsatisfied 
2 .  usually �nsat i s f ied 
3 .  sometimes unsa t isf ied 
4. sometimes satisf ied 
5. usually sat i s f ied 
6 ,  always or almost alway s  satisf ied 
60. How do you feel about the qua lity of interact ion b etween you and your chi l d  
o r  c h i ldren? 
1 .  a lways o r  a lmo s t  a lways unsat i s f i ed 
2 .  usually unsatisf ied 
3 .  so�e t imes unsat is fied 
4. somet imes •at i s f ied 
5. usually s a t i s f ied 
6 .  always or alm�st always sati�f ied 
119 
6 1 .  D o  you feel that your child o r  children currently has (hav;)) nnv pr<"blC!:-:s t�at are 
direc t ly related to your divorce? 
1. many prob lems 
2 .  some prob lems 
3 .  a few p roblems 
4. no prob lems 
6 2 .  How do you th-ink the non-cus todial parent feels about the qua n t i ty of interact ion 
be tween him and your child or children ? 
1 .  always or almost always unsat i s f ied 
2 .  usually unsatis f ied 
3.  somet imes unsatis fied 
4.  somet imes sat i s f ied 
5 .  usually satis f ied 
6 .  always or a lmost always satisf ied 
6 3 .  How do you feel about the qua lity of int eraction b e tween the non-cus t odial parent 
and your chi ld or children� 
· 
1 .  always o r  almost always unsatisfied 
2 .  usua l ly uns a t i s f i ed 
3. somet imes unsa t i s f ied 
4 .  soaet imes sat i s f ied 
5. usually s a t i s f i ed 
6 .  a lways o r  almos t always satisfied 
6 4 .  How d o  you think your chUd o r  children feel (s) about t ho! qua li.!r_  c f  interact ion 
be tween you and them? 
1. a lways or a lmost always unsat is fied 
2. usua l ly uns a t i s f i ed 
J. somet imes unsa t i s f ied 
4 .  so�e t imes sat i s f i �d 
5. usually sat isfi ed 
6 .  always or almost· a lways sat i s f ied 
c.s .  For r•arh u l  l.llt' r·al r'l:u r h •s o f  r·h i l d  earc l l �< l l•tl lw l uw ,  p h•asc mark you r u: w  of t h i s !H" rv h: c ,  IJ!'w d l l  f l l'u l t I t  
hnH lwcn to oht •d n  l h i H  Ht• rv l t'l' , ami huw ��t f.!J_l <·d yuu •• n• w i t h  lhc lic rv l et• . 
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�  
Yes - -
llay ca rc 
AftPr-Rchool care 
-
Nursery schoo 1 
Day-care hoi!IP. 
Rt•lat ivc�< in your 
own hol'lr. 
Non-rel a t ives in your 
owli home 
Relat ives in the i r  
hom .. 
O t � r  (PlcasP snec i f v ) : 
--'--
No 
Not 
:o t  all 
!.'.!!!��·.!. .•.!.f _l�!..f_f J_r._t!_l_t_y 
1\ Some-
l i t t l e  wha t Very 
-
F:x-
t rcme ty 
----
Not 
a t  a l l  
-----
!��•!.nt_�f_.:<;_:�t_l -;_f_:�c l I�'! 
A Some-
l i  tt te wha t 
·- -
- - - ---· - --··--
-
---
--��r_y_ __ 
�------
- --·· - --
---
f�.>_t:l!..!L 
' 
- - -- -- i 
- --
I 
I 
I 
. 
-i 
I I 
� 
....... 
N 
0 
66. What financial attangements have been made fot child-cate setvices? 
1 .  You ptovide total suppot t .  
2 .  Suppott has been p tovided by ex-spouse thtough child-suppott payment s .  
3 .  You and yout ex-spouse shate the costs o f  child cate . 
4 .  Title �X ot othet govetnrnent funds have been ptovided . 
S. Othet , p l ease specify : 
6 7 .  How di f f icult has it been fot you f inancially to ptovide child-cate ser\•ices 
fot yout child? 
1. Not at all d i f f icult 
2. A l i t t l e d i f f icult 
3. Somewhat dif ficult 
4. Vety d i f f i cult 
S .  Exttemely d i f f icult 
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6 8 .  How 
1 .  
2 .  
3 .  
4 .  
5 .  
6 .  
7 .  
•69 . How 
1 .  
2 .  
3 .  
4 .  
5 . 
6 .  
7 .  
frequently do you· spend time a lone with your child or chi ldren? 
not at all 
a few times a year 
at least once a month 
at least twice a month 
at least once a week 
at least twice a week 
more than twice a week 
o ften does ( do) your chi ld (chi ldren) stay over nigh t  alone with you? 
not at all 
a few times per year 
at leas t once a month 
·at leas t twice a 1110nth 
at leas t once a week 
at least twice a week 
more than twice a week 
70 . How often does (do) your child ( children) spend extended per iods of tir-e (more 
than two days at a t ime) a lone with you? weeks per yea r .  
7 1 .  How often do you cancel o r  miss prearranged act ivit ies -wi th your chi ld or 
children? 
1 .  never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3. somet imes 
. 4 .  frequently 
5 .  always or almost always 
6 .  there are no prearranged visits 
7 2 .  Considering the age and/or abi l ities o f  your chi ld , how rouch do you al l01� · �he 
c)lild or chi ldren to participate in decis ions regarding the frequency or . 
amount of t ime spent together? 
1 .  never o r  a lmost never 
2 .  se ldom 
3. sometimes 
4 .  frequently 
5 .  always o r  almost always 
6 .  child is too young to part icipate 
7 3 .  How often do ycu consider the interests of your child or chi ldren in plann ing 
act ivi ties during your leisure t ime with the child (cl;li ldren) ? 
1 .  never or almost never 
2 .  se ldom 
3.  some t imes 
4 .  frequently 
5 .  a lways or almost always 
7 4 .  How often d o  you ini tiate ·spontaneous interact ion with your child o r  chi ld r�n 
{phone calls , . p laying games , talking, etc . ) ? 
1 .  never or a lmost never 
2 .  se ldom 
3. somet imes 
4 .  f requently 
5.  very frequently 
1 2 2  
75 .  
76 . 
How 
1 .  
2 .  
3 .  
4 .  
5 .  
Who 
1 .  
2 .  
3 .  
4 .  
5 .  
of ten does (do} your child (chi ldren) see your re latives? 
never or almost never 
se ldom 
some t imes 
frequently 
.very frequently 
1113kes decis ions regarding ·spending family resources ·on the children? 
always m�· 
mostly mv 
about equ� l 
mos t ly me 
always me 
ex-spouse 
ex-spouse 
be tween me and my ex-spouse 
7 7 .  How of ten do you take an interest in your ch i ld ' s  or children ' s  educational 
achievements (vis i ting the schoo l , parent-teacher conference s , participat ion 
in P . T . A . , viewing report cards , e t c . ) ? 
1 .  never or almost never 
2. seldom 
3 .  sometimes 
4 .  fre'llien t ly 
5 .  always or almost always 
7B . How often do you take an interest in your child ' s or children ' s extra-curricular 
a c t ivi ties (attend r�citals or plays in which your child per forms , go to s c � ut 
mee tings , at tend sports activi t ie s  in which your chi ld is involved , attend 
special funct ions to which parents are invited,  e t c . ) ?  
1 .  never o r  almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3.  sometimes 
4. frequently 
5. always or almost always 
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79 . How often do you involve your ch ild or chi ldren in your achieve�ents or special 
celebrat ions (your b irthday , special awards or honors you mi gh t  rece ive , e tc . } ? 
1 .  never o r  almost never 
2. se ldom 
3 .  sometimes 
4. frequently 
5. always o r  almost always 
80 . How o ften do you involve your chi ld . or children in your s i gn i f icant relationships 
( f riends , dates , b usiness associat e s , e t c . } ?  
1 .  never or almost neve r 
2 .  seldom · 
3 .  somet imes 
4 .  frequl!ntly 
5 .  always or almost always 
8 1 .  In your opinion, how important is (arc} your chi ld ( children) to you? 
i. very unimportant 
2 .  uni mportant 
) .  important 
4 .  very important 
82 . How do you think your ex-spouse feels about the quan t i t v of interaction 
be tween yo u and your chi ldren? 
1 .  always o r  almos t always unsa t i s f ied 
2. usually unsatis fied 
3. some t imes unsat i s f ied 
4 .  sometimes s a t i s f ied 
5. usually s a t i s f ied 
6 .  always o r  almost a lways sat i s f i e d  
8 3 .  How d o  you think your ex-spouse feels 3bout the qua l i ty o f  interac t ion b�tween 
you and your childr�n? 
1. always or almost always unsa t i s f ied 
2. usually uns a t i s f ied 
3. somet imes uns a t i s f ied 
4. some t ime s satis f ied 
5. usually satisf ied 
6 .  always o r  almost always satis fied 
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F��ILY RELATIONS INVENTORY FOR INTACT FAMILIES 
DIRECTIOXS : The purpose of this questionnaire i s  to find out about your 
life style and family relationships . Please read each question care fully 
and print your answer in the blank provided . For quest ions where no 
blank is provided,  circle the number of th� correct re s?onse 0n the ques t ion�air� . 
1 .  How old are you? ---- years 
2 .  How old were you when you married? _____ years 
3 .  How long ago was the most recent time when you were concerned about your 
marriage and the future of this re lationship? years 
(Wr ite "O" in the b lank if i t  has been less than--;y;ar • .} 
4 , Have you ever been separated from your spouse because of marital conflict?  
1 .  yes 
2. no 
5 .  I f  you have b� n separated because of· marital conflict , how long ago 
was this? years 
(tlrite "O" in-the blank if it has been less than a year . \lrite "X" in 
the b lank i f  you never have been separated because of narital conf lic t . )  
6 .  In your opinion , how involved were you in the decis ion to separ3te? 
1.  totally involved 
2 .  very involved 
3. partly involved 
4 . . only .sl igh t ly involved 
5 .  not at all  involved 
·6 . not app licab le (never separated) 
7 .  I n  your opinion, h ow  involved was your spouse in the c!ecis ion to separat e ?  
1 .  totally involved 
2 .  very involved 
l. par t ly involved 
4 .  only sligh t ly involved 
5 .  not at all  involved 
6 .  not applicable (never separated) 
8 . ·  Have you ever talked to an at torney about ge tting a divorce? 
1. yes 
2 .  no 
9 .  I f  you have talked to an at torney about getting a divorc� , how long abo 
was this? years 
(Write "O" in�b lank if it has. h�en less than a year . \\rite "�" in the 
blank if you n�vc r have talked to an at torney about get t ing a d ivorc� . )  
1 2 5  
10 . In your opinion, how involved were you in the decision to t a lk to an 
at torney about a divorce? 
1 .  totally involved 
2. very involved 
3. partly involved 
4. only s li gh t ly involved 
5 .  not at all i nvolved 
6 .  not applicable (did not talk to an at torney) 
1 1 .  to your knowledge , has your spouse ever ta lked to an a t t o rney about 
getting a divorce? 
1. yes 
2. no 
1 2 .  I f  your spouse has ta lked t o  a n  at torney about ge t t ing a divorce , how 
long ago was this? years 
(Write "0" in the blankifTt has been less than a year. Wr i t e  "ll'' in 
the b lank i f  your spouse never has ta lked to an 1t torney about ge t t ing a 
divorce . )  
1 3 .  In your op inion , how involved was your spouse in the decis ion t o  talk to 
an at torney about a divorce? 
1 .  totally involved 
2 .  very involved 
3. par t ly involved 
4 .  only s l i ghtly involved 
5 .  not at all involved 
6. not applicable (did not talk to an attorney) 
1 4 .  Have you and /or your spouse ever received marital counsel ing? 
1. yes 
2. 
·
no 
1 5 .  I f  you and /or your spouse ever have sought counse ling , how long ago was t h i s ?  
years 
(Write "0" i n  the blank if it has been less than a ye_ar . \�rite "X" in the 
blank i f  you and /or your spouse never have sought marital counse ling . )  
16 . In your opinion, how involvi!d were you in the deci llion to seek =rital 
couns e l ing? 
1. totally involved 
2 .  very involved . 
3. par t ly invo lved 
. 4 .  only s li gh t l y involved 
5 .  not at all involved 
6. not appli cab le (never have sought counseling) 
1 7 .  In your opinion, how involved was your spouse i n  the de� i s ion to seek 
ma rital counse ling? 
1. totally involved 
2 .  very involved 
3. partly involved 
4. only slightly involved 
5 .  not at all involved 
6. not appl icab le (never have sought couns eling) 
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18.  How �any hours· per week do you work outs ide the home? hours 
(llr i t e "O" in the blank if you do not work outside the home . )  
19 . S ince your marr iage , has there been a time when you did not work outside 
the home ? 
1. yes 
2 .  no 
20 . How long ago was this period of time . when you did not work outside the 
2 1 .  
home? years 
(Write "Oo.-r;-the b lank if you currently are not working outs ide the 
home . Wri te "X" in the blank if you always have worked outside the home . )  
Wha t  is your highes t level of education? 
1 .  completed less t�an grade 8 
2 .  completed grade 8 
3 .  a t t ended h�gh schoo l but did not graduate 
4 .  graduated from high school 
5 .  a t tend�d college but did not gradua te 
6 .  graduated col lege o r  received R . N .  degree 
7 .  at tended gradua te s chool 
8 .  received graduate degree (e . g . ,  mas ters , doc.torate , J . D .  • M .  1' . )  
22 . I f  you are in school now , toward what degree are you working? 
1. not in school now
---
2 .  h igh school d i ploma or G . E . D .  
3 .  B .A . , B . S . ,  o r  R . N .  
4 .  M .A . , M . S . ,  M . B . A . , M. S . N . , M . S . W .  
5 .  Ed . S .  
6 .  J . D .  or M . D .  
7 .  Ph . D .  o r  E d . O .  
8 .  other , p lease describe --------------------------------------
2 3 .  Please f i l l  i n  the amount o f  money you receive yearly f rom the fo llowing 
sources . I f  you are not sure of the exact amount , give your best e s t imate . 
1 .  income from husband ' s  employment , per year 
2 .  income from wife ' s  employment per year 
3 .  income f rom chi ld ' s earnings per year 
4 .  income from relatives per year 
5 .  other income per year 
If you have marked "other income , "  please describe what the sourc e ( s )  is 
(are) : '---------------------------------------------------------
24 . For each child currently li ving in your home , c i rcle th� sex and write in 
the age in the chart provided be low: 
child sex age 
1 .  K ,_ 
2 .  · H  F 
3. H f 
M F 
s. " F 
6 .  M F 
127  
25 . For each child not currently living in your home , circle the sex and wri t e  
in t h e  age in the chart provided below . Also circle "yea" i f  you have any 
financial res pons ib i l i t y toward his/her s upp ort . .  If the chi ldren support 
themselves , or someone e lse supports them, circle "no" . Write "none" 
26 . 
2 7 .  
i f  you have no ch i ldren that are not currently living i n  your home . 
child sex age you con tribute to the i r  s uppor t  
1 .  K r Yea No 
z .  M , Yea No 
3. " r Yea No 
4 .  H F Yee No 
s .  H F Yes Ko 
What r e ligion are you? 
1 .  Protestant 
2 .  Ca tholic 
3 .  Jewish 
4 .  none 
5 .  othe r ,  please describe 
What i s  your race? 
1 .  Caucasian 
2 .  Negroid 
3 .  Mongo loid 
FOR THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW, CONSIDER ONLY YOUR CHI LDRE� V��ER 18 \�0 CCRRE�TLY 
LI\'E \HTH YOU. IT MAY BE DIFFICULT TO HAVE SPECIFIC INFOR�!.\T IO� ABOUI sm:E OF 
THESE QUESTIO:{S . IN THESE CASES CONS I D ER YOUR Gt:�ERAL U!PRES S I O!\S . 
2 8 .  How frequen tly does your spouse spend t ime alone with your ch i ld or 
children? 
1 .  no t at a l l  
2 .  a few times a year 
3 .  a t  leas t once a month 
4 .  at lea s t  twice a month 
5 .  a t  leas t once a week 
6 .  at least twice a week 
7 .  more than twice a week 
29 . How o ften does ynur spouse s t ay overnight alone with your ch ild( r�n) ? 
1 .  not at a l l  
2 .  a few t imes a year 
3 .  at leas t once a month 
4 .  at least twice a month 
5 .  at least once a week 
6 .  at leas t twice a week 
7 .  more than twice a week 
30 . !!ow o f t en do (•> 'i )  your child (ren) spend e xtended pcri c-ds of t i ce (:::oce 
than two days at a time) with your spouse wi thout you present? 
weeks per ye;�r 
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31. How often does your spouse cancel or postpone prearranged activities with 
your child (ren) ? 
1. never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3 .  sometimes 
4. frequently 
S .  always or almost always 
6 .  there are no prearranged ac tivi ties 
32 . Considering the age and/or abi li ties of your child(ren) , how much does your 
spouse allow your child (ren) to participate in decisions regarding the 
frequency or amount of time spent together? 
1.  never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3. sometimes 
4. frequently 
S .  always or almost always 
6 .  chi ld ( ren) is (are )  too young to participate 
33. How often does your spouse consider the interests of your child(ren) in 
planning activities during his/her leisure time with the child ( ren) ? 
1 .  never o r  almos t never 
2. seldom 
3 .  .sometimes 
4. frequently 
S .  always or almost always 
34 . How ·often does your spouse initiate spontaneous interac tion with your 
chi ld(ren) (e . g . , phone cal ls , playing game s ,  talking) ? 
1. never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3. sometimes 
4 .  frequently 
S .  very frequent ly 
35 . How often do(es) your child ( ren) see relatives of your spouse? 
36 . 
1. never or almost never 
2 .  se ldom 
3 .  sometimes 
4 .  frequently 
S .  very frequently 
Who makes the arrangements 
1. always my spouse 
2 .  mostly my spouse 
for these vis i ts ?  
3 .  about equal between me and my spouse 
4 .  mostly me 
s .  always me 
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3 7 .  How o f t en does your spouse take an interes t  in your ch ild ( ren) ' s  
educational achievements ( e . g . , vis i t ing the schoo l ,  parent-tea�her conferences , 
participation in P . T.A. , viewing report cards ) ?  
1 .  never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3. sometimes 
4. frequently 
5 .  alwaya or almos t always 
38 . How o ften does your spouse take an interest in your chi ld ( ren) ' s  extra­
curricular ac tivi ties (e . g . , at tends re c i tals or plays in which your 
child performs , goes to scout meetings , a t tends sports ac t ivities in which 
your child is involved , at tends special f unctions to which parents are 
invi ted) ? 
· 1 .  �ever or almos t never 
2 .  .;eldom 
3. some t imes 
4. frequently 
5. always or almost always 
39 . How o f ten does your spouse involve your ch ild (ren) in his /her achiev�ments 
or s pecial celebrat ions (e .� . ,  his/her b i rthday, special awards or honors 
he/she might receive ) ?  
1.  never o r  almos t never 
2 .  s e ldom 
3 .  sometimes 
4. frequently 
5 .  always o r  almost always 
40. How o f ten does your spouse involve your child (ren) in h is /her significant 
relationships ( e . g . , friend s ,  business associates ) ? 
1 .  never or almost· never 
2 .  s e ldom 
3.  sometimes 
4. fre�uently 
5 .  always or almost always 
4 1 .  How do you think yo ur spouse feels about the quality o f  his/her 
interac t ion with your chiid( ren) ? 
1. always or al most always unsa t i s f ied 
2. usually unsatis fied 
3. some times unsatis fied 
4. somet imes satisfied 
5 .  usually satis fied 
6. always or al most always sati s fied 
4 2 .  In your opinion , how important is (arc) your chi l d ( ren) to your spouse? 
1 .  very unimportant 
2 .  un impo rtant 
3. import3nt 
4. very impo rtant 
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4 3 .  How do � feel about the quantity of interaction between you and your 
spouse? 
1 .  always or almost a lways unsatisfied 
2. usually unsatisf ied 
3. some times unsatisfied 
4 .  sometimes satisfied 
5 .  usually satisfied 
6 .  always o r  almost always satisfied 
44.  How do � feel about the quantity of interaction be tween your spouse and 
your child ( ren) ? 
1 .  always or almost always unsatisfied 
2. usually unsatisfied 
3. some times unsatisf ied 
4. somet imes satisfied 
5 .  usually satisf ied 
6. always or almrJst always satisfied 
45 . In your opinion, how often doe.J conflict occur between your spouse and 
your child(ren) ? 
1 .  very frequently 
2 .  frequently 
3. sometimes 
4. seldom 
5 .  never o r  almost never 
46. How do � fee l about the quality of interaction between you and your 
spouse? 
1. always or almost always unsatisfied 
2 .  usually unsatisfied 
3. some times unsa tisfied 
4. sometimes satisfied 
5. usually satisf ied 
6 .  always o r  almost always satisfied 
4 7 .  I n  your opinion, how often is there conf lict between you and your spouse? 
1 .  very frequently 
2. frequently 
3. somet imes 
4 .  se ldom 
5 .  never or almos t never 
48 . How do � feel about the quant ity of interaction between you and your 
child( ren) ? 
1.  always or a lmost always unsatisf ied 
2 .  usually unsatisfied 
3. some times unsatisf ied 
4. some times. satisf ied 
5 .  usually sat i s f ied 
6 .  always or · almost always satis fied 
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49 . How do you think your chi ld (ren) feel(s)  about the quantity of  interaction 
be tween them and you? 
1 .  always or almost always unsatisf ied 
2. usually unsat i s f ied 
3 .  sometimes unsat isfied 
4. some times sat isfied 
5. usually sat i s f ied 
6 .  always o r  almost always satisf ied 
50. In your opinion , how often is there con f l-ict between you and your child (ren) ? 
1 .  very frequent ly 
2 .  frequently 
3 .  sometimes 
4. seldom 
5 .  never or almost never 
51. How do you think that :·our chi ld(ren) feel (a) about the relationship 
between you and your srouse? 
1. very posi tive 
2. somewhat pos itive 
3 .  neutral 
4 .  somewhat negative 
5. very negative 
52. How do you think your child(ren) fe e l ( s) about the quan tity of interact ion 
between them and your spouse?  
1 .  always or almost always unsat is f ied 
2 .  usually unsa tisfied 
3. unsatisfied 
4. satisfied 
5. usually sat isfied 
6 .  always o r  almost always satisf ied 
53.  How do you think your child(ren) feel(s)  about the qual itv o f  interaction 
between them and your spouse? 
1 .  always or almost always unsat i s f ied 
2. usually unsatisf ied 
3. somet imes unsatisf ied 
4 .  some times sat isf ied 
5 .  usually sa t i s f ied 
6 .  always or almost always satisf ied 
54.  How do you think your spouse feels about the qu::mtitv of interaction 
between him/her and you? 
1. always or almost always unsatis fied 
2. usually unsatisf ied 
3.  some times unsat i s f ied 
4. some times sat i s f i ed 
5. uHua lly sat i s f ied 
6 .  always or  almost always satisf ied 
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5 5 .  How do you think your spouse feels about the quali tv of interaction 
.between him/her and you? 
1 .  always or almost always unsat i s f ied 
2 .  usually sat i s f ied 
3. sometimes unsatis fied 
4.. some t imes satisfi ed 
5 .  usually sat i s fied 
6 .  always or almost always sa t i s f ied 
56 . How "do � feel about the quality of interaction between you and your 
child ( ren) ? 
1 .  a lways o r  almost always unsatis fied 
2 .  usually unsat i s f ied 
3. sometimes unsat i s f ied 
4 .  sometimes sati s fied 
5 .  usually satisfied 
6 .  always o r  almos t  always sat i s f ied 
5 7 .  How many problems do you think your child(ren) has 1ave) that are 
related d irectly to your marriage re lationship? 
1. many problems 
2 .  some problems 
3. a few problems 
4 .  no problems 
58. How do you think your spouse feels about the quant i ty of interaction 
between him/her and your child (ren) ? 
1 .  always o r  almost al�ays unsatisf ied 
2. usually unsat i s f ied 
3. sometimes unsa t i s f ied 
4 .  s ometimes satisf ied 
5 .  usually satisf ied 
6 .  always o r  almost always sat i s fied 
59 . How do � fee l  about the qua lity of interaction between your spouse 
and your chi ld ( ren) ? · 
1 .  always or almost always unsatisf ied 
2 .  usually unsa t i s f ied 
3. sometimes unsatisfied 
4. sometimes sat i s f ied 
5 .  usually sat i s f ied 
6 .  always or almost always sat i s f ied 
60. How do you think your child ( ren) fec l (s)  about the qual i ty of interac t ion 
between you and them? 
1. always or almost a lways unsat i s f ied 
2. usually unsatis fied 
3. somet imes unsa t i s f ied 
4 .  sometimes sat i s f ied 
5. usually sat isfied 
6 .  always o r  almost always satisf ied 
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6 1 .  t'or each of t h e  catego r i es' of ch l l d  care l l !> t cd below ,  p l ca!>e mark your usc o f. t h i s  service , how 
dt f f l c u l t  i t  has _been to o b t a i n  t h i s  serv i c e , and how s:1 t l s f ied you arc with t h c  l>l' rv l c c .  
Use 
Yes No 
.-- - --- ·------- -
Day care 
Af t e r-!>ch.>.:> l carc 
Amount of  D i f f i c u l ty Aa�unt of Sa t i !> fac t ion 
. ' 
Not I A l Some- I . I Ex- l No t I A at a l l 2_�-�-��-"- - -�h·��--��� . treme�- �����- l i l t l e Somt•­what 
-+---· 1-
Very 
Nu r s e ry school ------1- --!�------ f--- -�-----1-- ---- ----- _____ _.. ____ _ 
Day-care home 
Relat ives in your 
own home 
Non- re l a t ives in your 
own home 
Tot a l ly 
I --1---+---+----�---t----J- -�-----
Relat ives in . t lw i r  
own home 
-+- I u · I -
Other (J>lcase SJh:c i. f y ) : +--- 1!---t---+-----t--+-----+ 
i 
I 
1-' 
w � 
6 2 .  What financial ar rangements have been made for child-care servic�s ? 
1 .  you provide total support 
2 .  support has been proyided b y  your spouse 
3 .  you and your spouse share the costs of child care 
4 .  Title XX or other gove rnment funds have been provided 
5 .  othe r ,  please specify--------------------------------------------
63.  How di fficul t has it been for  you f inancially to provide child-care 
services for your child (ren) ? 
1 .  not at all dif ficult 
2 .  a l i t t le difficul t 
3 .  somewhat d i f fi cult 
4 .  very diff icult 
5. extremely dif ficul t 
6 4 .  How frequently do you spend t ime alone with your child ( ren) ? 
1 .  not at all 
2 .  a few t imes a year 
l. at least once a mon th 
4 .  at least twice a month 
5 .  at least once a week 
6 .  at least twice a week 
7 .  more than twice a week 
6 5 .  How often does (do) your child ( ren) stay overnight alone with you? 
1 .  no t at all 
2. a few t imes a year 
l.  at least once a month 
4. at least twice a month 
5 .  at least once a week 
6 .  at least twice a week 
7 .  more than twice a week 
66 . How often does (do) your .child ( ren) spend extended periods of time (more 
than two days at a time) alone with you? weeks per year 
6 7 .  How o ften d o  y�u cancel or pos tpone prearranged activiti�s with your ch ild 
or children? 
1 .  never !)r almost never 
2 .  seldom · 
3 .  somet imes 
4 .  frequent ly 
5. always or almost always 
6 .  there are n o  prearranged activit ies 
68. Considering the age and/or ab i l i t ies o f  your child (ren) , how much do you 
allow the chi ld (ren) to part icipate in di!Cisions rc·ga rd ing the frequency 
or amount of time spent together? 
1. never or almost never 
2. se ldom 
3 .  some t imes 
4 .  frequently 
5 .  always or a lmost �lways 
6 ,  chi ld ( rcn) is (are) too young to par ticipa te 
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69 . How · o f ten do you consider the interests of your child( ren) in planning 
activities during your leis ure time with the child( ren) ? 
1. never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3 .  some times 
4 .  frequen tly 
5 .  always o r  almost always 
70 . How of ten do you initiate spontaneous interac tion wi th your ch i l d ( ren) 
( e . g . , phone · calls, playing game s ,  ta lking) ? 
71.  
7 2 .  
1 .  never o r  almost never 
2 .  se ldom 
3. sometio:es 
4. frequently 
5 .  very frequen tly 
'iow 
1 .  
2 .  
3 .  
4 .  
5 .  
Who 
1 .  
2 .  
3 .  
4 .  
5 .  
of ten do (es) your ch i l d ( ren) see your relative s ?  
never o r  �lmost never 
se ldom 
sometimes 
frequent ly 
very frequen tly 
makes de cis ions regarding spending family resources on the child (ren) ? 
·always my spouse 
mos tly my spouse 
about equal between me and my spouse 
mos t ly me 
a lways me 
7 3 .  How o f ten do you take an interest i n  your child ( ren) ' s  educational 
achi evements ( e . g . , visi ting the school , parent-teacher conferenc es , 
part i cipation in P . T .A . , viewing report cards) ? 
1 .  never or almost never 
2 .  se ldom 
3. some times 
4. frequently 
5. always or a lmost always 
74 . How o ften do you take an interest in your chil d ( ren) ' s  extracur ri cular 
act iv i t ies ( e . g . ,  attend rec itals or pl ays in which your ch ild performs , 
go to scout mee t ings , attend sports activi ties in wh ich your child is 
invo lved, attend special funct ions to which parents are invi ted) ? 
1 .  never or almost never 
2. se ldom 
3 .  somet imes 
4 .  frequently 
5 .  always or a lmost a lways 
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75 . How of ten do you involve your chil d ( ren) in your achieve�ents or special 
celebrati ons ( e . g . , your birthday, special award or honors you might 
receive) ? 
1 .  never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3. sometimes 
4 .  frequent ly 
S .  always o r  almost always 
76 . How often do you invo lve your child ( ren) in your signi ficant relat ionsh ips 
(e . g . , f riends, business assoc iates) ?  
1 .  never or almost never 
2 .  seldom 
3. sometimes 
4. frequently 
S .  always or almost always 
7 7 .  I n  your opinion . how important i s  (are) your ch .. ld( ren) t o  you? 
1. very unimportant 
2. unimportant 
3. impor tant 
4 .  very important 
78.  How do you think your spouse feels about the quantity of interaction 
be tween you and your chi ld (ren) ? 
1 .  always or almost always unsa tisf ied 
2 .  usually unsa tis fied 
3. sometimes unsatis fied 
4 .  someti�es satis fied 
S. usually sat i sfied 
6 .  always or almost always sat i s fied 
79 . How do you think your spouse fee ls about the quality of interac tion be tw�en 
you and your chi l d (ren ) ?  
1 .  always o r  almost always unsatisfied 
2 .  usually unsa tisfied 
3.  some times unsat i s fied 
4. sometimes sa t isfied 
S .  usually sat isf ied 
6 .  always or almost always satisfied 
80. What was your appr.,ximate income · f r.,m t•ach of tht>se sources in 1 9 78 ?  
1 .  husban d ' ,;  income 
2. wife ' s  income 
3 .  chi l d ' s earnin_g_s ______________ _ 
4 .  other income 
If you have marked "other income·, "  p h•ase describe what the !l.,nr<"c ( s )  l ;;  
(ar<!) : 
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8 1 ,  Have you moved ( includ ing wi thin the same c ity) in the las t two years? 
1. yes 
2 • •  no 
82 . If you did !:love , what was the reason? 
1 .  personal 
2 .  f inancial 
3, maintenance 
4 .  wanted more space 
5 .  wanted less space 
6 .  other, p lease describe 
83, How long have you been at your c urrent address? months 
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APPENDIX D 
SOCIAL SCHEMAS 
Ins t ru c tions f o r  Admini stration and S coring 
The exper i�ente r  wi ll s tre t ch a piece o f  dark colored f e l t  ( 1  yard by 2 yards) 
on a t ab l e  or s.Jme o ther f la t  surface . On each t rial the child should b_e given 
two o r  more obj ects cut from yellow felt and be told to place them on the fel t 
field in any �anner he/she wishes . Each child wil l  place eigh t  sets o f  obj e c t s  
o n  t h e  field i n  the fol lowing order: 
1.  woman and chi ld 
2 . man and child 
3. man and �oman 
4 .  man , woman , and child 
5. woman , chi ld , and two rec tangles 
6 .  man , c h i ld , and two rectangles 
7. man , woman , and two rectangles 
8. man , woman , chi ld , and two rectangles 
A graph dep i c t in g  . the fe l t  board wi ll be marked off into 1 2  inch b locks . 
The expe riment e r  wi l l  p u t  the appropriate symbol (man-m , woman•w, chi ld•c , 
and rect angles•rl and r 2 )  in the approp r ia t e  b lock according to where the chi ld 
placed i t  on the f e l t  f ield. 
Be fore b eginning the test in g ,  say to the subj ect , " (Child ' s  name ) , I am 
now going to ask you to place some figu res on a piece o f  fe l t .  You may place 
these f igures an��e re you want to. If you want t o ,  you may m0ve around the 
fe lt as you p lace the f igures . "  
B e fore giving the chil.d each set o f  f i gures , say , "Now I want you to p lace 
these f i gures .Jn the f el t . "  
Hand the f i gures t o  the child in the order they are li sted on this sheet 
and complete all e"ight sets in the manner described above . 
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SELF-CONCEPT REFERENTS TEST 
Ins t ruct ions to Subjects and Admini strat ion Procedures 
Prior to photographing � the fol lowing st andard ins t ru c t ion should be given 
by !:: 
"We l l  now , we ' re going to take a picture of you . Get ready • • •  
when I count to three I ' l l snap your picture.  Are you ready now? 
1 ,  2 ,  3 . . .  " 
(Sot ice that no ins t ruction to "smi le" e t c .  has been included. This is purpose­
fu l l y  lef t amb iguous in order to obtain a spontaneous facial express ion , and is 
especially important because giving this ins t ruction would clearly b ias responses 
to the happy-sad i t em . ) 
Af t e r  the exposure has been made , ! waits 15 seconds , then pulls the develo?ed 
print f rom the developer compartment of the camera. During this ti�e interva l ,  
� may s peak with � t o  es tablish rappo r t .  After 1 5  s econds , !: says t o � :  
"We l l  look at that (poin t ing t o  prin t ) . That ' s  a picture of you . 
That ' s  a p icture of (chi l d' s name) . Isn ' t  this a nice pic ture of 
(chi ld ' s  name ) . This i s  really you because you a re ( c h i ld ' s  name ) 
and there you are in the picture . "  
(! points to �· s image in the photogr�ph . )  
To as cert ain the e f fectiveness of the indu c t ion , ! then asks i: 
"Te l l  me who that is in the pictu.ret" 
(£ mus t obtain a response indicating that S knows that it is he / she i n  the 
pho t ograph; e i t her "That ' s  me ," or c h i ld sta tes h i s  own name or s ir.1ply points to 
himself/he·rsel f .  I f  i does not recogniz� himse l f /he rse lf in the pic ture , I 
repeats induc t i on above. E mu st obtain a statement fro� S indica t ing that h$/sr.e 
recognizes hims e l f / herself-in the picture before proceedi;g furthe r . ) 
E seats S at a table suitable in height and s i z e  f o r - a  young child and p laces 
the photograph on the table top , d i rec t l y forward of � and beneath his /her he3d in 
about the same pos i t i on as a dinne r p late is usually p laced. Because the re cent ly 
developed p rint wi ll tend to curl , i t  w i l l  be use ful to u s e  two sma l l  pi"eces o f  
tape a t  the top and bottom edges o f  the print , fastening i t  to the surf ace of 
the table. £ should s eat himse l f /hers e l f  directly oppos ite S at the table and :�en 
say the foll�ing : 
-
"Sow I ' d  like to ask you a few quest ions about (child ' s  name ) . "  
_! then po ints t o  t he pi'cture ,  p lacinll: his /he r own index fi nger on it ,md prllcct!JS 
to ask the set o f  quest ions in the context o f  the "se l f" re f e ren t .  � nust rc� t �re 
the introductory s tem he fore asking each ques tion and must point to the photc>� ra?h 
each time he/ s.he asks a quest ion. 
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E proceeds through a l l  i tems in the "self" re ferent in this manner . It is 
important that f exp l ic i t l y  po int to the pic ture be fore asking each quest ion , 
thereby repeatedly d i rect ing !' s gaze and a t t ent ion .to i t .  I t  is a l s o  importa:'lt 
to res tate the quest iom st em con t inu al ly in the obj ective case : " I s  ( c hi l d ' s  
name) • • •  happy o r  i.s h e /she sad? This procedure establishes a set i n  wh i c h  the 
ch i l d  is induced to " s tand back freil!l ·hims e l f / herself" and t o  gain a perspe .:: t i ve 
·o f himse l f /herself as an "obj ect" in the photograph . This also should ass�>� t i 
to assu�e the role of another toward hims e l f /herse l f .  
Af ter responding to all items on the " s e l f" referen t , the "mother" re ferent 
i s  introduced by f: 
"Now that was ve ry good , (child ' s  f i rs t  name) . I ' d  l ike to ask you 
a few more ques t ions . Th i s  t ime I ' d  like to ask you a few ques ti�ns 
about :child ' s  name ) mo the r .  Te l l  me • • •  Does (child ' s  name) mo t he r  
th ink that ( ch i l d ' s  name) i s  happy o r  sad?" 
£ proceeds through t he entire s e t  o f  i t ems in the "mo ther" re ferent con te xt . 
Aga i n ,  f mus t point to the photograph and repeat the approp riate stem b e fo re 
asking each que s t i on .  The 14 items asked under the "mother" referent are 
idtn t i c a l  t o  those asked under all o t her referen t s .  Only the re f e rent i t s e l f  is 
to be varied. 
At this p o in t , S wi l l  have comp leted two referent scales • • •  The " s e l f "  
referent sca l e ,  and-in the ·  .: a s e  i l l us t rated above , t h e  ·•mother" referen t . The 
re f e rent scale for fa ther w i l l  be comp leted in the s ame manne r as the one for 
mothe r ,  subs t i tu t ing the word father for mother when approp r i a t e .  
t:pon comp l e t i on of the three re feren ts , t h e  examina t ion i s  te rmina t e d .  
f shou ld thank S warmly , p resent h im/her wi th the photograph , and again reinforce 
the value o f  t he pic ture by saying : 
"!/e l l  now, this p i c ture is for you to keep , j us t  as I promi sed . 
Here i t  is : Remember you can do whatever you like wi th i t ;  you 
can keep it for yours e l f  or show it to your mother or teache r o r  
wha t ever you like . "  
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SELF-cONCEPT REFERENTS TEST 
Chi l d ' s Code �umber Time 
Date Examiner 
Examp les o f  que s t ion forma t :  1 .  I s  John Doe happy o r  s a d ?  
2.  Does John Doe ' s  mother t h ink he i s  happy or sad� 
3.  Does John Doe ' s  father think h e  is happy o r  sad� 
1. Happy-­
Sad 
2. Clean­
Dirty 
·ltp 
3.  Doesn ' t l ike t o  p l a y  w :h other kids-­
Likes t o  play with oth�r kids 
4. l<eak-­
S t rong 
� .  .Scared o f  a lot of things-­
Not scared o f  a lot o f  thin�s 
& .  Not scared o f  a l o t  o f  people-­
Scared o f  a lot of people 
7.  Good lookin�-­
�o t good looki�g 
8 .  Sick­
Heal thy 
9 .  Sr.tart--
�ot very sma rt 
1 0 .  Likes to b e  w i t h  adu l t s-­
Does n ' t l ike to be with adults 
1 1 .  Doesn ' t l ike o ther kids to play with h i s/her 
thi ngs--
Likes other kids to play wi th his/her things 
1 2 .  Likes to be hu�ged-­
Doesn • t l ike to be hugged 
l l .  Likes the w.:1v h i s/her f.:�cc looks-­
Doc sn ' t l i ke' the way hh /hcr f;:�ce looks 
1 4 .  Doesn ' t  like to t � l k a lot-­
Likes to t a lk a lot 
Self 
� 
1 ,  0 
1 ,  0 
0 ,  
0 ,  1 
0 ,  
1 . . 0 
1 '  0 
0 ,  1 
1 ,  0 
1 ,  0 
0 ,  1 
1 ,  0 
1 ,  0 
0 ,  1 
Mo ther 
� 
1 ,  0 
1 ,  0 
o ,  
0 ,  1 
o .  1 
1 ,  0 
1 ,  0 
0 ,  1 
1 ,  0 
1 ,  0 
o .  1 
! ,  0 
1 .  0 
o .  1 
F3 t�er 
Sc.:l:-e 
1 ,  0 
1 .  0 
0 ,  
0 ,  
o .  
1 ,  0 
1 ,  0 
o .  1 
1 .  0 
l ,  0 
0 ,  l 
l ,  0 
l ,  :1 
0 ,  l 
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BILLS INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
Inst ruct ions for Admin istrat ion and Scor ing 
Each c h i l d  wi l l  b e  provided with a copy o f  the ins t ruc t ions and an 
ans\Oer she e t .  The examiner t h e n  reads the "se l f" ins t ruct ions to th.e c h i l d  
·and inquires if t h e r e  are any quest ions . I f  t h e  ch i l d  does no t know t h e  
meaning o f  a word it c a n  b e  provided. The c h i l d  i s  then in s t ruc.t.ed to begin . 
l{hile he/she is working, the examiner should observe to see that he/she 
is �aking three ra t ings for each trait before proceeding to the ne xt t ra i t .  
Th is sa::te procedure is followed for the Adu l t ,  High School-, and Jun i <J r  H i ;h 
School Fo rms . 
For the Elementary School Form, only the examiner has the ins truc t i o n  
fo �s . The child makes ratings by enc irclin� t h e  appropriate al ternat iv.e 
on a three point sca l e .  
Each c h i l d  is given a c o p y  o f  t h e  "Sel f" b l ank a n d  a marker (an IB�1 
card is exc e llent for this purpose) . The examiner then asks the child to 
place his /her marker on the first l ine so that the number 1 is expo s .e d . The 
examiner then ·s ays , "You see three wo rd s ,  ' yes ' , ' no ' ,  and ' somet imes ' .  :;ow 
I am going to ask you a quest ion . ' Are you truthful ' ?  If you a re ,  put a 
ci rcle a round the wo rd ' yes ' . If you are no t t ruthful , put a c i rc l �  a r<Ju�d 
the word ' no·· � If you are truthful some t imes and not truthful some t i ::tes , 01Ut 
a c ir c l e  around the word ' some t ime s ' . · �ow move your marker down one l in e .  
' Do you l i k e  the way �·ou are ' ?  I f  y o u  do , put a c i r c l e  around .the w o r- d  · �·es ' .  
I f  you do no t like be ing th'is way, put a c ircle around the word ' no ' . I f  
you do:1' t care , p u t  a c i rcle ar-ound the 1�o rds ' don ' t  care ' . �ow :nov� �·.:>ur 
marker dolo'!\ one l i ne . ' How t r u t h f u l � wou ld you l ike to be ' ?  I f  you w.:>u l :l  
like t o  be a s  t ruthful a s  you a re no1�, .c irc l e  t h e  wo rd ' same ' . and it y<Ju 
want to be l es s· t ruth ful , circle ' l ess ' .  Now move your marker down <.'D e  l i n.e . 
You sho uld see the numb e r  2 and the t h ree words ' y es ' , ' no ' . and ' s on.e t i::t.es ' , "  
The exaniner cont inues unt i l  all 1 9  i t ems o f  the index have been cov.e red . 
Direc tions for Scoring 
The scores o f  the Adu l t  IAV are obt ained by adding each of the three 
. col��ns and by finding the sum o f  the d i f ferences be tween Col umn I and Colu::tn 
I I I ., sur.med without rega-rd for sign .  Th i s l a t t e r  score i s  c a l l.ed t h .e  des c re.-anc:: 
score . 
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3.efore adding Co l umns I �nd I I I ,  the rat ings on neAa t i ve t ra i t �  ::tust �e 
·reve rsed se> th.ey have meanin.�s comapra6le. to the rat in�s on the ;-o s i t i v.e tr-.1 i t s .  Teo 
i l l us t r:tt e ,  suppose a sub j ect pl3ces a l in Col umn I for the t ra i t  '\: rue l " .  !!lis 
me:ms t hat he/ she i s  sav ing , "Se ldom am I .� crue l person" . Sin c e  t h i "  is .1 
ne,:at i·;� t ra i t  he/she h�s g iven himse l f /herse l f  the hi ghest poss ih l <! r ..l t i n � ­
conp•t r J ':l l e  to a r<� t i n �  o f  > c- n  ;a pn,; i t ive t ra i t  such : 1 >1  '\l<!f'\'n.!a h l �" . F.,r t �� 
tot ::� l  score c-n C<J l nnn I ( o r  Co l umn T i l )  to ref l ..,ct tha t a I ''" .� IH'•:. Jc i'.·� tr .J i t  � �  
a h i �l:l r.1 t l n t: ,  t i .e  l shou l J  b e  chan.,,•d to ·1 "i .  S t m t l:! r l�· .  ,I .! '' " .1 nec;� c i·:.• t ra i t  
!';hould '- e  chan ;::ed t o  ,1 4 ,  · •  'J rema ins the ;;.1me , a 4 bcC•l!!lllS : 1  2 ,  :t.nJ . 1  ') 
been:� .. , a I .  F'cr �o .;c p.:o p l c ,  i t ems 5 ( �nn.,•:ing) , l'J ( c ru .., l). I S  i f.,arful ) .  
�5 (meddlesome ) , 28 ( nervous ) ,  34 (reckless ) ,  36 (sarcas t ic) , 41 {s tubbor�) . 
and t.9 ( faul t- finding) .are negat ive t raits and the ratin gs in Columns I a�d 
I I I  should be reversed be fore adding these column s .  
�lore exactly,  a negative trait i s  defined a s  any traits with a negat ::xe 
discrepancy be tween Columns I and I I I ,  or a trait wi th a 1 or 2 ra ting i� 
Columns I and I I I  and a 3, 4 ,  or 5 rating on Column I I .  I n  p rac t i c e , l i : tle 
d i f ference in total scores results when the Co lumn I and I I I  rat in�s on i : e�s 
5 ,  1 3 ,  1 8 ,  25 , 28 , 3 4 ,  36 , 4 1 ,  and 49 are reversed for all subj ects , and t h i s  
i s  the recommended pract ice when tes ting large groups of subj e c t s .  
Rat ings on Column I I  are not reversed s ince these are not affec ted �y t �e 
negative-?os itive nature o f  the trai t .  There is one exception to thi:> s t .i t e:::ent . 
��king the rat ings for negative traits somet imes presents a p roblem fo r a 
subj ec t .  He/ She may make ratings of 1 in all three co lumns . In e f fec t ,  �e. she 
is sayin� , I am not this kind of person and I do not desire to be this ici�.i .:d. 
person but I very much dis like being as I am in this respec t .  Obvious l y ,  a 
error has been made.  To correct these errors , i t is the us ual p rac t i c e  t� s c a n  
an ans10er sheet before scor ing and , i £  three ratings o f  1 are found to f..:l.Uc·.-
a negative t ra i t ,  to change the Co lumn I I  rat ing to a 5 .  
After the negat ive traits have been reversed , Columns I ,  I I ,  and I r :  
�ay b e  summed and the discrepancy score computed . These sums a re the scc�es 
for self concep t ,  acceptance o f  self - concept of the ideal s e l f ,  and d i s c re?a�C7 · 
The sa:::e scores are com?uted for the "Others" form of the index . 
The H i gh School IAV is scored in the same manne r as the Adu l t  IA\' 
except that :>inca this fo rm of the IAV contains no negar ive t rai t s ,  i t  � s  no: 
neces sary to make adj us tments in the rat ings before scori n � .  
On the Junior H i gh IAV ,  concern is w i t h  t h e  check marks in the t h r-e e  
iub colu::ms under the head ings '�I a m  like thi s , "  "The wa'' I f e e l  .�bc-u t b e b �  
as I a� , "  " I  wish I were , "  and the dif ferences between the ratings fur : : e -
first ant! third of these headings . In each of the f i r s t  three ins r .mc�s . a rati:-.:t 
in the f i r s t  o f  the th ree subcolumns is given a weight o f  3, a r�t ia� i� :h� 
second of t he three subcolumns is given a weight of 2, and a ratin� in :�e : � ir� 
of the three subc olumns is given a weight of 1 .  Scores un Cnl.umns I .  I I .  ;�nj 
I I I  can thus range from 1 x 35 · · 3 x 35 = 105 . Disc rep�ncy scores �an r.1��e 
f rom 0 to 2 x 35 • 7 0 .  
On the Elc�entnry IAV, responsc!J on l in e  l o f  each b'lo��k are equh·a l�nt 
to Colu::m I res ponses on the other three leve l s , l in e  2 resp .. mses c .. •rres;:.:-n..i � o  
Colu:::n I !  res ponse s ,  and line 3 i s  t he equivalent o i  Column I I I .  .\ N S?c�s� c :  
"yes" i. �  �iven a V<t lue o f  3 ,  whi le ''no" responses h:�ve a value o f  l ,  .1:'!..; ".,;.':'l ' t  
care" o r  "so�et irne,;" responses have n v;� luc of 2 .  S e l f-,·onc e�• t  i s  t:�e t .:-tal '! f  
the V3lues of the words enc i rc led on l ine 1 .  acc«pt ance of s e l f  l "  '""'o� : �o.! 
fro� l ine 2 ,  and idea l s e l f  f rom line 3 .  
14 7 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
Self Instruct ions for IAV (Elementary School Form) 
DI RECTIONS : Each one of us wou ld l ike to know more about himse l f ;  so 
let ' s  see if we can do just that by playing this game . 
I am going to read some sentences to you . I want you to tell me 
just exactly how you fee l .  There are no right or wrong answe rs ,  because everyone 
is d i f feren t .  
1. Are you usually truthful? 
Do you like the way you are? 
How truthful would you like to be? 
2.  Are you usually helpful? 
Do you l ike the way you are? 
How helpful would you like to be? 
3. Do you usually play fair? 
Do vou l ike the way you are about being fair? 
How fair would you l ike to be? 
4. Are you usually kind? 
Do you like the way you are? 
How kind would you l ike ·to be? 
5 .  Are you usually smart ? 
Do you like the way you are? 
How smart would you like to be? 
6.  Are you usually healthy? 
Do you like the way vou are? 
How healthy would you like to be? 
7.  Are you usually happy? 
Are you glad you are this way? 
How happy would you l ike to be? 
8. Are you usually brave? 
Do you l ike the way you are? 
How brave '.lould you li ke t o  be? 
9. Are you usua lly friendly? 
Do you like the way you are? 
How friendly would you l ike tt> be? 
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10. _Do you usually share y ou r  toys? 
Do you like th� way you are ? 
How r.tuch sharing would you like to do ? 
1 1 .  Are you usually nice looking? 
Do you l ike the way you are? 
How nice looking would you l ike to be ? 
1 2 .  Are you usually hone s t ?  
D o  you like the way you are? 
How honest wou ld you like to be ? 
1 3 .  Do you usually p lay with othe rs? 
Do you like the way you are? 
How much :>laying with- others would you l ike to do? 
1 4 .  Do you usually g e t  mad? 
Do you like the way you are? 
How much g e t t ing mad would you like to do? 
1 5 .  Do >·ou usua lly make fun o f  othe rs ? 
Do you like the way you are? 
How much maki,ng fun o f  othe'rs would you like to do? 
16.  Do you ·usua l ly s a y  a n d  d o  funny thi ngs ? 
· Do you like the way you are? 
How many funny things wou ld you l lke to do and . say ? 
1 7 .  Do you usua l l y  like grown ups? 
Do you l ike the way you a re ?  
How much do you want t o  like �rown u p s ?  
18.  Are you usually . a  good worke r ?  
Do y ou  lik.e the wav vou are ? 
How much do you want to be a P,ood worker? 
1 9 .  Do you usually get scared? 
Do you l ike the way you are ?  
How much do you llant t iJ  be scared? 
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ELEMENTARY SCHOOL INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
Chi ld ' s  Cede Number · n-
Date Examiner 
1 .  8 .  1 5 .  
YES SO!·!ETI�IES �0 YES SO�IETUIES �0 YES SO� I ET I�:ES XL' I I 
DOX ' T  DO�' ! :o� ' T 
I 
YES CARE �\0 YES CARE :\0 YES C.\::£ :\\) l I 
!·!ORE S�IE lESS NORE SA:!E lES S  �!ORE S.\.'1E l :: s s  I 
I 
i .  
2 .  9 .  16 . I YES SO�!ETDIES :\0 YES SO�IETI�IES �0 YES S0�tETi!!ES :\0 YES oo� · t  CARE �;o Y ES DO!' ' T  CARE :\0 YES D<1l'' T C.\R£ xo I 
I 
!·!ORE S�IE lESS �lORE SA! IE l ES S �!ORE SA.'t:: l .ESS 
3 .  10 . 1 7 .  
YES SO�!ETI�!ES �0 YES SO�tETl�!ES �0 YES 50:·!ET I�!E5 :\\) 
YES DOX' T  CARE �0 YES no� · r  CARE :\0 YES Do�: · r  c · ··r:-·' :\.::. :\\) 
:tORE SA.\<E lESS �!ORE S.-\�!E lESS :·!t)RE SA�!!': r .::ss 
4 .  1 1 .  1 8 .  
YES SO:·tET I �IES xo YES SO�!ETl:-tES �0 YES SL!:·tETl :·liCS :\l) 
YES oo� · r  CARE �:o YES uo� · r  CARE :-:o YES DOX ' T  C.\�E :\0 
�!ORE s�:E l ES S NORE SA!' IE lES S :-:ORE 5.-\:.!E t :: s s  
5.  1 2 .  19.  
YES SmlETl�!ES xo YES smtET D!ES !'0 YES SO!!ET I�ll:S :\0 
YES oo�: · r CARE xo YES DOX ' T  CARE :\0 YES DO� ' T  C.\"E :\L) 
�tORE SA!·IE lE SS �!ORE S�IE u:ss �lORE s��tE u:s s  
6 .  1) . 
YES so:-!f:nm:s �0 YF.S so:tt:T r:n:s :\0 
YES oo:--: • r CARE :-.:o YES uo:-.: ' T  CARE �;\) 
�!ORE SA: IE LESS ·�tOKE s.�tf. I.E ::i S  
7 .  1 4 .  
YES som:n�u:s �=o YES SO!·!ET [�!F.S :\0 
YES oo:; • r  Co\RE :�o YF.S no:; • r  CARE ::o 
�lORE SA! IE LESS :·lORE S.\.'!F. LES S 
JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
S�lf tnstru�t ions f.or IAV (G.rade:i 6, · 7 ,  & 8 rom) 
There is a need for each o f  ns to know ::�o re about .:-u rs e lve s ,  but s e l dom 
do we have an opportun i t y  to look at ou rselves as we are or as t�<i! wou l d  l ike 
to be . On the fol lowing page is a l i s t  of te rms that to a c e r ta in de gree d�sc rib� 
· peop l e . 
I�ST RL'CTIO�S FOR COLL:!N I 
Take each term separat ely and apply it to yourse l f  by comp l e t ing the 
fol lowing senten ce : 
I �� A (AN) P E RSO� . 
The f i r st word in the l i s t  is sharing, so you • ould su� s t i tut<i! t h i s  tem i n  
the above sentence . It would read--! am a �haring pers�n. 
Then decide HOI� �IUCH OF THE THIE this s t aten:en t is l i ke you by checking unde r 
one of the three pos s i b l e  answe r s .  
1 .  �ost o f  t h e  t i�e . I am l i ke th i s .  
2 .  About ha l f  o f  the t ime ,  I am l ike th i s .  
3 .  Hardly eve r ,  I am li ke th i s .  
Pl ace a check ln the box under the term that s u i t s  you b e s t .  EXA.'IPLE : l"nd e r  
t h e  term SHARI NG , check t h e  firs.t box--��ost of t h e  t i:::e 1 am a shar ing po1> rsun . 
I�:STRL"CTIO:-IS FOR COLl:�!N I I  
:-low go t o  Column I I .  Use one o f  the s t a t e::le n t s  given below t o  t e l l  HOt� 
YOU F.EEL about yourse l f  as descr ibed in .Colur.m I .  
1 .  I l ike being a s  I am i n  t h i s  respec t .  
2 .  I nei ther d i s like bein� a s  I am nor l ike bein� a s  I am i n  this respec t .  
3 .  I d i s l ike being as I am in this respect . 
Place a check in the box under the t e rm  that su i t s  you �e:H .  EX."0!PLE : In 
Column II bes ide the t erm sha ring , check the f i r s t  bl ock--! l ike being as 
shar ing as I am. 
I�STRt"CT !ONS FOR COlt.:�!N I I I  
F inal l y ,  go to Co lumn I I I :  Usln�: the same t e r.:t ,  .:c=:�p l e t e  the fo llco•.Jln� 
sentenc e :  
I \�OULD I.IKf. TO BF. .\ (.\�) 
Then dec ide Hm� m:cu OF THE TI�IE you would L tkc t h i s  to be .m exar.1p le ut Y•'" 
and rate you rs e l f  on the fo L lowi n�: s.:alc . 
151 
1 .  �los t o f  the t ime, would I like this to be me . 
2 .  Ab.Jut hal f o f  the t ime ,  would I l ike this t o  b e  me . 
J. Ha rdlv eve r ,  would I l ike this to be me.  
E�WLE: In Column III bes ide the ter� SHARI�G. pl ace a che c k  in the box 
under the term �ost of the ' time , I would l i�e to be t h 1 3  kind of person. 
Start with the word AGREEABLE and f i l l  in Co lu�ns I ,  I I ,  and I I I  before going 
on to. the next wo rd . There i s  no t ime l imi t .  Be honest with yourself so 
that your description will be a t rue measure of how you look a t  yourse l f .  
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.JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUE S 
Ch ilcl '  s Code Yumbet' _____ _ 
nate. ______________________ __ 
I 
I A.'! LIKE THIS 
t&l = 
X: ...: .... > 
;.. ...: :.. :;: ..:� 0 :.� ·  >: ... !- ;:: Q ... => ... tr. :.: 0 = 
� "" :.. � :- < 0 
a .  sharing / 
1.  agreeable 
2 .  alert 
). brave 
4. busy 
5. careful 
6. chee r f ul 
7.  considerate 
8 .  coope rat ive 
9 .  dependable 
10. fair 
1 1 .  f r iend ly 
12. generous 
1 3 .  good 
14. good sport 
15.  happy 
16. � lpful 
17. ho.nest 
18. kincl 
fi�·----------------
Examiner. ________ _ 
I I  
Til E  IJA\' I FEEL 
ABOrt BEI�G 
AS I �� 
� 
_, :..l 
!- "' 
:.< .... :.: .... � cr. "' ... :.l ;.. .... _, 
:.: .... ::I :l'l 
:: :..; :z: ;r Q 
·C. ,.. z 
..L 
I I I  
I WISH I I�E RF. 
•:.J "' 
:;: :.: ... > :.; ... :.: 
"- � -N 
0 ,.. ...: 
� !- !-f-o § :- x "' 
u � � � :;: ;-
..L 
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I II III 
THF. \JAY I FEEL 
ABOUT BEING 
I AM LIKE THIS AS I A.'l I WISH I WERE 
"' "' ..... ::.:1 ..: ....l ::LI "' a: :!: "' "' :r t..: ..... > t-o "' ""'  "' ;:: > � .... "' ..... tr.: ......J "' "' "' "- %  � "'  : tn  ..... t... :l!; .:l' 0 >-o  >- "'' .... ..... .... o .... "' >: !-< !-< :  .... "' .... Q v: !-< �-< =  a !-< g �-<  Q ..... � "'  .... !-< ::::> '-til "'' a: .... Q til :.I 0 a: o ::: � �  < 0 o :  CC <o,  < ::<: !-<  :c ..... .... z ..... X: !-<  < O  = 
19. loyal 
20. l ikeable 
2 1 .  obedient 
22. pati'ent 
23.  polite 
2 4 .  popu lar 
25. quiet 
2 6 .  reliable 
2 7 .  sincere 
2 8. smart 
2 8 .  s t ud ious 
30 . success ful 
31.  thoughtful 
32.  tru s tworthy 
3 3 .  unders tanding ___ 
34. s e l f ish 
HIGH SCHOOL INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
Self Instruct ions for IAV (High School Form) 
There is a need for each of us to know more about ourselves , but seldom do 
we have an opportunity to look at ourselves as we are or as we would like to be . 
On the next page is a list of terms that to a certain degree desc ribe peop l e .  
Take each t e rm  separately and apply i t  to yourself b y  completing the following 
sentence :  
I AN A (A."n _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  PERS O!'I .  
The f i rs t  word i n  the l i s t  i s  l£!!l, so you would substitute th is term in 
the above sentence .  I t  wou ld read--! am a lollv person . 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COLL�DI I 
Then dec ide ROW }!UCR OF THE T!}!E this statement is like you and rate 
yourself on a scale f rom 1 to 5 according to the fo llowing key .  
1 .  Seldom is this l ike me . 
2 .  Occas ionally this is like me . 
3. About half of the t ime this is like me . 
4 .  A good deal of the time this is like me . 
5 .  �os t  of the time this is like me . 
E��LE: Beside the term JOLLY , number 2 is inserted to indicate that--occasionally , 
I am a J2.lli person. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COLmiN II 
Now go to Column I I .  Use one o f  the statements g iven below t o  tell ROt� 
YOU FEEL about yourself as descr ibed in Column I .  
1 .  I very much dis l ike being as I am i n  this r_espec t .  
2 .  I dis l ike -being as I am in this respe c t .  
3 .  I neither dislike being a s  I am n o r  like being a s  I am i n  this respect . 
4 .  I like b e ing a s  I am i n  this respe c t .  
5 .  I like very much being as I am in this respect . 
You wil l  select the number beside the statement that tells how you feel about 
the way you are and insert the numbe r in Column I I .  
EXA}IPLE : In Colur.m II beside the term JOLLY , number 1 is inserted to indicate 
that I d-islike very much b eing as I :1111 in respect t o  the term ,  j olly . Xote that 
being as I am always refers to the way you descr lbed yourse l f  i n  Column l .  
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COLL-:-r.-1 I I I  
Finally,  � o  to Column Itt;  using the same term, c omp lete the f o l lowing 
sentenc e :  
I WOULD LIKE T O  B E  A (k�) PERSON . 
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Then decide HOW �ruCH OF THE TIME you would like this trait to be characteristic 
of you and rate yourself on the following S-point scale : 
l .  Seldom would I like this to be me . 
2 .  Occasionall:t: I would like this to b e  me . 
3. About half of the time I would like this to be !Tie. 
4. A e;ood deal of the time I would l ike this to be me . 
s .  �lost o f  the time I would like this to be me . 
You will se lect the number beside the phrase that tells how much of the 
t ime you would like to be this kind o f  person and insert the number in Colu;nn I I I .  
E���LE : In Column I I I  beside the term JOLLY, the number S is inse rted :o 
indicate that most o.f the t ime , I would Uke to be this kind of person. 
S tart with the word ACTIVE and fill in Columns I ,  I I ,  and III be fore goin6 on to 
the next wor d .  There i s  n o  time limi t .  B e  honest w i t h  yours e l f  so that your 
description will be a t rue measure of how you look at yourse l f .  
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HIGH SCHOOL INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
Chi ld ' s  Code Number Time 
Date Exuiner 
THE WAY 
I FEEL THE K-\Y 
I A.'l ABOUT I .�1 I FEEL 
LIKE BEING I WISH LIKE BEI:\G I WISH 
.!.!ill. AS I AM � THIS AS I .�1 I I<E!\E 
I I I  I I I  , I I I  I I I  
a .  j o l ly _2_ -L _5_ 19 . kind 
1 .  act ive 20. loyal 
2 .  alert 2 1 .  neat 
3 .  carefree 2 2 .  obedient 
4 .  cheerful 23. patient 
5 . considerate 24. playful 
6 .  cooperative 25.  polite 
7 .  courteous 26 . quiet 
8.  dependable 27.  sharing 
9 .  democratic 2 8 .  s incere 
10 . faithful 29 . studious 
u .  fr iendly 30 . sociable 
1 2 .  generous 3 1 .  tact ful 
1 ) .  happy 32. thought ful 
14. helpful 3 3 .  thri fty 
15. hones t  3 4 .  trus tworthy -
16. humorous 3 5 .  truthful 
1 7 .  intelligen t 36. understand in� 
18. in'teres t ing 3 7 .  unselfish 
ADULT INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
Self Instruct ions for IAV (Adul t  Fo�) 
There is a need for each of us to know more · about oursel\"es , but :�e lc!or.t 
do we have an opportunity to look at ourselves as we are or as �e would l ike 
to be. On the fol lowing page is a list of terms that to a certain de gree 
describe people. Take each tenn separately and app ly it to yourself by 
comp l e t ing the fol lowing senten ce:  
I AM A (AN) - - - - - - - - - - PERSO�. 
The f i rst word in the list is academic , so you wou ld sub:� t i tu t e  this term in 
the above sentence . I t  would read--! am an academic person . 
Then decide HOW MUCH OF THE TI�E this sta tement 1s l ike you , i . e . , is 
typical or c'• arac teris t ic of you as an individual , and rate yourself on· a 
scale from o. � to five accord ing to the fol l•>wi ng key : 
1 .  Se ldom is this like me . 
2 .  Occas ionally this is like me . 
3 .  Ab out half of the t ime this is l ike me . 
4 .  A good deal of the time this is like me . 
5 .  Mos t  of the time this is like me . 
Select the number beside the phrase that t e l ls how much of the ti�e the s tatement 
is l ike you and inse rt it in Column 1 on the next pag e .  
E��LE : Beside the t e rm  ACAD�I C ,  number two i s  inse rted ·to indicate that-­
occasionally, I am an academi c person. 
Now go to Column II. Use one of the statemen ts given be low to t e l l  HO\J \'"Ol' 
FEEL about yourself as described in Column I .  
1 .  I ve ry much disl ike being as I am in this respect . 
2 .  I di slike being as I am i n  this respec t . 
3 .  I neither disl ike being a s  I am n o r  like being as I am in thi s respect.  
4 .  I like being as I am in this respec t .  
5 . I like very much being as I am in this respe c t .  
You wi l l  s e l e c t  the number beside t h e  statel)lent that tel l s  how you f e e l  about 
the way you are and insert the numb�r in Column I t .  
EXMIPLE: In Column I I  beside the te 'f'lll ACADF:}tlC , numbe r one i s  ins., rted to 
indicate that I disl ike very much being as I am in respect to the t e rm ,  academi c .  
�o te t h a t  being a s  I am always re fers to the way you des cr i�ed vourself i n  C� lumn I .  
Finally , go to Column III ;  using the same t e rm ,  co1:1plete the fol lowing 
sentence : 
I WOULD LIKE TO BE A (AN) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ l'F.RS0:-1 . 
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Then decide HOW MUCH OF THE TI�IE you would like this trait to be chara c te r ist i c  
o f  you and rate yourself on the fol lowin g 5-point scale : 
1. Se ldom would I l ike this to be me.  
2 .  �onally I would like this to be me . 
3 .  Abou t hal f of the t ime I would like this to be me . 
4. A good deal of the time I would like this to be m e .  
5 .  Most o f  t h e  t ime I would like t h i s  to be me . 
You will select the number beside the phrase that tells you how much of the 
time you would like to be this kind of person and insert the number in Column I I .  
EXA}�LE : In Column I I I  beside the term ACAD��IC,  number five is inse rted to 
indicate that mo st of the t ime , I would like to be this kind ·of person . 
S tart wi th the word acceptable and f i ll in Columns I .  I I ,  and I I I .be f�re 
going on to the next word . There is no t ime limi t .  Be hone� t  wi th yours e l f  
s o  t h a t  your descri p t i on w i l l  b e  a t rue measure of how you l �ok at yourse l f .  
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ADULT INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND · VALUES 
Child ' s  Code Number ---- TbM�--.------------
Date. ________________ __ Exaalner __________ _ 
TilE WAY THE 1;.\Y 
I FEEL I FEEL 
l AM  ABOUT I �! .-\BOrT 
LI KE BEING I WISH LIKE BEI:'\G I IH SH 
!!ill. AS I AM  � THI S AS I .�1 I \,'! RE 
I II III I I I  I I I  
a .  academic _2_ _1_ .i.. 2 S .  meddlesome 
1. acceptable 2 6 . merry 
2. accurate 2 7 .  mature 
3. alert 28. nervous 
4 .  ambitious 2 9 .  normal 
s. annoying 30.  optimistic 
6.  busy 3 1 .  poised 
7. calm 3 2 .  purposeful 
8. charming 3 3 .  reasonable 
9 .  clever 3 4 .  reckless 
10. competent 3 S .  responsible 
11. confident 3 6 .  sarcastic 
12. considerate 3 7 .  sinc e re 
13 . cruel 3 8 .  s table 
14. democratic 3 9 .  s tudious 
lS. dependable 40.  successful 
16. economical 4 1 .  stubborn 
1 7 .  e f ficient 4 2 .  tac t ful 
18. fearful 4 3 .  teachable 
19 . friendly 4 4 .  useful 
20. fashionable 45.  wor thy 
2 1 .  helpful 4 6 . broad-mindeJ 
2 2 .  intellectual 4 7 .  business 1 1  ke 
2 3 .  kind 4 8 .  compet i t h'.:! 
2 4 .  logical 4 9 .  fault-f inding 
BRONFENBRENNER PARENT BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
Instruc t i ons for Admini s t ration and Scoring 
the Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Ques tionnaire 
This scale consists o f  45 i tems with f ive answer choices pe r item.  Tell the 
child before giving him/he r the quest ionnaire that he/she wi ll have as �uch t i�e 
as needed to f i l l  out the quest ionnair e .  Inst ructions f o r  the quest ionnaire 
appear at the top o f  the page,  and you should not give any help except to de f ine 
words . Be sure you do not indicate what you believe any of the appropriate 
responses to be . 
When the child has completed the questionnaire , check to nake sure all 
items have been answered . If a child purposeful ly omi t ted an i tem, do no t forl!e 
him/her to f i l l  it out . If he/ she acc identally missed the i t en ,  please ask hi:::/her 
to give his/her respons e .  
A t  a later t ime , t rans fer the numbers dep i c t ing each response t o  the colu�n 
at the right s ide o f  the page. For those items which have been reverse d ,  a score 
sheet with the appropriate code numbe r wi ll be supplied . 
The Bronfenbrenner yields scores on three dimensions of parentin g :  loving , 
punishing , and demanding . When you have f inished t rans ferring the numbers , add 
the following numbers to obtain a score for each facto r :  
Loving : l ,  5 ,  8 ,  9 ,  1 3 ,  16 , 1 7 ,  2 1 ,  2 4 ,  2 5 ,  2 7 ,  3 1 , 34 , 38 , 39 , 4 1  
Demanding : 2 ,  3 ,  4 ,  6 ,  7 ,  10 , 1 1 ,  1 2 ,  1 4 ,  1 5 ,  1 8 ,  19 , 20 , 22 , 2 3 ,  3 2 ,  4 5  
Punishing 2 6 ,  28, 29 , 30 , 3 3 ,  35 , 36 , 3 7 ,  40 , 42, 4 3 ,  44 
Then take the average o f  each total . For example , the de:n.:mding fact o r  contains 
17 quest ions . If a chi ld ' s  total score on these 17 quest ions is 68, ·  the average 
would be 4. Be sure to omit any que s t i ons that are not answe red by the child . 
For instanc e ,  i f  a child only answered 16 of the q uest ion,; that· measure the 
demand ing factor and the total score was 6 8 ,  the average would be 4 . 25 . .  A h l �her 
score on any ot the factors will be ind icat ive of more o f  a certain factor. 
The Father Referent Form has " father" s ub s t ituted for "mother" and 
appropriate pronouns changed. The procedures for admin i s tration and scoring 
are identical ·to the Mother Re ferent Form. 
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BRONFENBRENNER PARENT BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
(MOTHER REFERENT) 
Chi l d ' s  Code Numbe r
---------------------
Tim� ------------------
Da te Exa�iner ------------------
Di rect ions : The following quest ions are about d i f f e rent ways that mothers 
act toward their chi ldren. Read each s t atement and check the answer wh ich 
is mo s t  l ike your mothe r .  
1 .  I can tal k to her about anything . 
always 
----- mos t  of tne t ime 
some ti mes ===== hardly eve r 
never 
2 .  When I �o someplace for the f i r s t  t i�e . she comes with ::te ·to make sure 
that everything goes we l l .  
always 
mos t  of the t ime 
some times ===== ha rd ly eve r 
neve r 
3. She �ay� that I have to get her permission f i r s t  when I want to go 
spmewhere or be wit h my f r iends . 
a lways 
mo s t  of the time 
some times ===:= hardly ever 
never 
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4 .  She makes me work hard on everything I do . 
always 
-----most of the time 
sometimes 
hardly ever 
___ never 
S .  I can talk her into most any thing . 
always 
----most of the time 
-----sometimes 
hardly ever 
___ never 
6. Sht! is fair when >�he punishes me • 
always 
-----most of the time 
---sometimes 
hardly ever 
___ ne"er 
7 .  Sht! seems to be upset and unhappy when I do not behave mysel f .  
always 
---most of the time 
--somet imes 
hardly ever 
___ neve r 
8 .  She is happy to be with me . 
always 
----most of the t ime 
----��e times 
hardly ever 
____ never 
9 .  She makes me feet good and helps me when I have troubl<!s . 
always 
----most of the time 
----s0111etimes 
hardly eve r 
___ never 
10. She worries and is afraid that I cannot take care of myself . 
always 
----mos t of the time 
---s 0111e t ime s 
hard ly t!Ver 
____ never 
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11.  She �ants to  know exact ly how I spend my money when I want to buy s��e 
l i t t le thing for myse l f . 
· always 
mo s t  of the t ime 
___ sometimes 
____ hardly ever 
___ never 
12.  She tells  me that I have to do better than other young people my age . 
___ always 
___ mos t of the t ime 
sometimes 
hardly ever 
___ never 
13.  She lets me off  easy when I am bad . 
always 
most of the time 
sotneti.,.es 
hardly ever 
___ neve r 
14. When I have to do something for her she explains why . 
___ always 
___ most of the time 
some times 
hardly ever 
�never 
15. She makes me f eel  ashamed when I am bad . 
always -----
most of the time 
somet imes 
hardly ever 
_____ never 
16 . She says nice things ·about me to other people . 
always 
-----mos t of the time 
somet imes 
hardly ever 
___ never 
1 7 .  I feel that "�<' is there for me when I need hf' r .  
alwavs ---
most
. 
of the t ime 
-iiilnletir.�<es 
hardly ever 
___ never 
1 8 .  Sl�<• te l l s  oe I c:m ' t  roam o r  wander around bccnuse som!!th ln�; ntight happen 
to me . 
___ always 
mo�t oi the time 
---sometimes 
hardly ever 
_never 
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1 9 .  She tell s me exac t ly when I should be home . 
always 
-----most of the t ime 
-----sotDatimes 
hardly ever 
_____ never 
20. She tells me that I must get very good g rades in school . 
always 
-----moat of the t ime 
---some times 
hardly eve r  
____ never 
2 1 .  She ·f inds i t  hard t o  punish me . 
alwavs 
----most. o f  the time 
-so�:�et i:nes 
____ hard ly ever 
____ never 
2 2 .  When she punishes me·, she exp lains why . 
always 
-----most of the t ime ----somet imes 
hardly ever 
____ never 
2 3 .  S h e  tells me , " I  don ' t want t o  have any t h ing more t o  do with you . "  ·.-h.m . 
I do not behave mysel f .  
always 
----most of the t ime 
-.--sometimes 
· hardly ev e r 
____ never 
24. .  }!y mother is very good to me . 
a lways 
-most of the time 
-somet ir.�es 
hardly �ver 
_____ never 
25.  She says n i c e  things t o  me. whcn I d o  some thing AOOd · 
alwavs 
----mo s t .  of the time 
---somet imes 
ha rd l¥ e�er 
____ never 
26. She punishes me by send in g me out of tho! room . 
almost every day 
-----about once a week ----about once a mon th 
-----only once or twic e a year 
____ never 
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2 7 .  She teaches �e things I want t o  learn . 
2 8 .  
almost every day 
-----about once a week 
-----about· once a month 
-----only once or twice a year 
____ never 
She tells me that other young peop le behave be tter than I do. 
____ almost every day 
____ about once a week 
about once a month 
-only once or  twice a year 
____ never 
29 . She s laps me . 
____ almost every day 
. about once a week 
about once a month 
____ only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
30 .  She punishes ne by making me do extra work . 
almost everv day -----
about once � week -----
about once a mon th 
. ooly once or twice a year 
_never 
3 1 .  Sh� goes on .pleasant walks and t rips with me . 
_____ a lmos t every day 
about once a week 
-----about once a month 
_____ only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
3 2 .  She wants rne to run errands , or d9 favors for he r .  
almost  every day ----
about once a week 
-----about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
3 3. She punishes we by not let ting me �o out w i t h  my f r iends.  
almos t every day 
----about once a week 
about o�ce a month 
�only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
34 . She he lps me "Jith my hobb ies or th ings I like to do • 
_____ almost every day 
. about once a week 
-----about once a month 
___ on ly once or twice a year 
___ never 
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35. She pesters me and keeps telling me to do things. 
___ almost every day 
about once a week ---
about once a· month 
___ only once o r  twice a year 
___ never 
36. She hits me . 
almost every day 
----about once a week --
about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
___ never 
37 . She punishes me by not l e t t ing me do things I really enjoy . 
almost every day 
-about once a week 
---about once a month 
_only once or twice a year 
____ never 
38. She enjoys talking to me . 
almost every day ---
about once a week 
---about once a month 
o�ly once or twice a year 
___ never 
3 9 .  S h e  wants m e  to keep my o wn  things i n  good order. 
almost every day 
---about once a week 
-about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
___ never 
40. She punishes me by telling me to leave the room. 
almost every day 
---about once a week 
---about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
never 
4 1 .  She helps m e  with my school work when I d o  not understand something . 
___ almost every d ay 
about once a week 
----about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
___ never 
42. She tells me I am bad and yells at me . 
almost every day 
----about once a week 
---about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
___ never 
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4 3 .  She says she will hit m e  if I am bad • .  
_____ almost every day 
_____ about once a week 
about once a month 
-----only once or twice a year 
____ never 
44. She punishes me by taking my favo rite things away . 
_____ almost every day 
about once a week 
-----about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
____ never 
4 5 .  She wants me to help around the house or yard . 
almost every day 
----ab out once a week 
-----about once a month 
-----only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
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3).  She pesters me and keeps tell ing me to do things. 
almost eve ry day 
-----about once a week 
-----about once a month 
-----only once or twice a year 
· never • 
3 6 .  She hits 1:1e . 
37 . 
• 
38. 
39 . 
40 •. 
4 1 .  
4 2 .  
almost. every day 
about once a week 
about once a month 
-----only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
She punishes me by not lettin g  me do things I really enj oy . 
almos t every day 
-----about once a week 
-----about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
She enj oys talking to 1:1e . 
almost every day 
-----about once a week 
-----about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
She wan t s  me to keep my· own thl.ngs ifl good o rde r ,  · almos.t every day 
----- about once a week 
-----about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
.She punishes me by tc l l t n r, me to leave the room . 
almost eve ry day 
-----about once a week . 
-----about once a month 
-----only one� or twice a year 
_____ neve r 
She helps me with my school work when I do not understand some thing . 
_. ____ almost ever� J ay 
about once a week 
-----about once a month 
only .once or t-wice a year 
____ never 
She tells me I am bad and ye l l s  at me . 
a lmost every Jay 
-----about once a week 
-----about once a month 
· only -once o r  twice a year 
_____ never 
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43. She says she will hit me i f  I am bad . 
_____ almost eve ry day 
_____ about once a week 
about once a month 
· only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
44.  She punishes me by taking my favo rite things away . 
_____ almost every day 
about once a week 
-----about once a month 
�only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
45.  She wan ts me to help around the house or  yard . 
almost every day 
-----about once a week 
-----about once a month 
only once or twice a year 
_____ never 
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APPENDIX E 
Table A-3 
Reliability Coefficients for Mother ' s  Instruments 
Instrument and Variable 
Tennessee Self-Concep t Scale 
Total 
Family Rela tions Inventory (for Intac t Families) 
Quantity of father-child . interact ion 
Quan ti ty of mother-child interac tion 
Quality of ( ex) husband- (ex)wife interac tion 
Qual ity of fa ther-child interac tion 
· 
Quality of mother-child interact ion 
Blair ' s  Divorcees Adj us tment Instrument 
Pas t adj us tment 
Present adj us tment 
Index of Adj us tment 
Pas t adj ustment 
Present adj ustment 
� = 45 . 
bN = 44 . 
1 7 2  
a Divo rced 
. 91 
. 85 
. 8 2 
. 80 
. 81 
. 83 
. 80 
. 86 
b Intact 
. 9 3 
. 7 7 
. 7 8 
. 7 3 
. 7 6 
. 79 
. 90 
. 8 7 
Tab le A-4 
Reliability Coefficients for Children ' s  Instruments 
Ins trument and Form 
Self-Concept Referents Tes t 
Self 
Index of Adj us tment and Values (self score) 
Adult 
High school 
Junior high school 
Elementary school 
Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire 
Loving 
Demanding 
Punishing 
a Divorced 
. 68 
. 91 
. 95 
. 89 
. 9 3 
. 90 
. 82 
. 89 
1 7 3  
b Intact 
. 6 2  
. 91 
. 8 7 
. 86 
. 88 
. 69 
. 86 
APPENDIX F 
INFORMED CONS ENT FOR MOTHERS FROM PAIS SAMPLE 
The purpose of this s tudy is to f ind ou t more about the post-divorce 
experience of children , Particular interests of the study are how the 
children perceive the parent-child relationships and their adjustment, The 
tests we will use with your child (children) are well known tests which 
have been used with children from many backgrounds and different types 
of family situations ,  The tests are to see how a child views himself/herself 
and other family members. Divorce is not mentioned in these tests in any 
way. These tests have been used in the past primarily with children who 
have .not experienced divorce. Some of the ques tions may ask your child 
to thi�k about areas no t currently satisfying to you or them ; however , 
it is hoped that such thought may prove cons truc tive . 
Date :  
By agreeing to partic ipate in this study I understand: 
1. The tes t ing will take between one and two hours of my time u ,d 
will be done at my convenience ,  
2 ,  There are no spec ific risks or benefits associated �ith the test ing . 
bu t that the group results may provide useful info�ation to me. 
3 , My child ' s  confidentiality as a participan t will be �aintained by the 
use of code numbers instead of names . 
4, No informat ion regarding my child ' s  spec ific answer� will be released 
to me or anyone else. 
5, I may ask any questions about the procedures of this study at any 
t ime I wish. 
6, I may wi thdraw my child from this study any time I desire. 
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INFORMED CONSENT FOR ADDITIONAL DIVORCED MOTHERS 
I agree to participate in this study based on my understanding of the following 
condi tions : 
1 .  The purpose of this s tudy is t o  find out more about divorced mothers and 
their children. 
2 .  My child will not be told why my family i s  being studied . 
l. The questionnaires both my child (ren) and I will complete have been used 
with people from many dif ferent family s itua tions . The quest ions pertain 
to how my child ( ren) and I perceive ourselves and parent-child relationships . 
They are s tandardized ques tionnaires with no right or wrong answers . 
4, Th e  questionnaires w i l l  take about 1 hour for m e  t o  complete and between 
30 minutes and 1 hour for (each o f )  my child (ren) to complete . 
S .  All testing wi l l  b e  done i n  my home a t  a t ime convenient to me and . my chi 1 d ( ren) . 
6. Children between t h e  ages of l and 9 w i l l  b e  asked t o  comp lete two tests 
(about 20-30 minutes) and children between the ages of 10 and 2 1  wi l l  
b e  asked to complete three t e s t s  (about 4 5  minutes) . 
7 .  There are no spec i f ic benefits or risks for me or my child (ren) associated 
with complet ing these questionna ires . However ,  the group results given 
to me at the completion of the study may provide me with useful informa t ion . 
The informat ion should be helpful to profess ionals who work with families 
and children. 
8 .  All information given by m e  o r  my chi l d ( ren} will rema in confidential . 
The researcher will use code numbers instead of names . 
9. I may ask any quest ions about the process of this study at any t ime I 
wish. I c an call 584-5244 after 7 : 00 (ask for Korrel Kanoy) or 974- 5 3 1 6  during 
the day (ask for Jo Lynn Cunningham or Prisc i l la White) . 
10. I am free to withdraw myself and/or my child ( ren} at a later t ime if I 
decide I do not want to participate. 
Date Signature 
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INFORMED CONSENT FOR INTACT-FAMILY MOTHERS 
I agree to participate in this s tudy based on my understanding o f  the fol lowing 
condi tions : 
I .  The purpose o f  this study is to find out more about family relationships , 
in particular , parent-child relationships . 
2 .  Th e  questionnaires both m y  chil d ( r en )  and I will complete have been used 
with people from many different family s i tua t ions . The ques tions pertain 
to how my child ( ren) and I perceive ourselves and parent-child relation­
ships . They are standardized questionnaires -ith no righ t or wrong 
answers . 
3. The questionnaires wi1.1 take about I hour for me to complete and between 
30 minutes and I hour for (each o f )  my child ( ren) to complete. 
4 .  Al. testing will be done in my home at a t ime convenient to me and my 
child ( ren ) . 
5 .  Children between the ages o f  3 and 9 wi l l  be asked to complete two tests 
(about 20 to 30 minutes) and ch ildren be tween the ages o f  10 and 21 wi l l  
be asked to complete three tests (about 4 5  minutes ) . 
6 .  There are no spec i f ic bene f i ts o r  risks fo r m e  o r  my chi ld ( ren) associated 
with completing those questionnaires . However , the �roup results given 
to me at the end of the s tudy may provide me with useful information. 
The information should be helpful to prnfesaionals who work with familie s .  
7.  A l l  info rma t ion g iven b y  m e  or my ch il d ( ren) will remain confidentia l .  
The researcher will use code numbers instead o f  name s .  
8 .  I may ask any ques tions about t h e  process o f  this study a t  any time I 
wish. I can call 584-5244 a f ter 7 : 00 p. m. (ask for Ko rrel Kanoy )  or 
974-53 16 during the day (ask for Jo Lynn Cunningham o r  Priscilla Wh i te) . 
9 .  I a m  free to withdraw myself and/or my child (ren) a t  a later time i f  I 
decide I do no t want to -part icipa t e .  
Date S i�na ture --------------------------
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INFORliED CONSENT FOR CHILDREN 
A lot o f  people talk about parent-child rela t ionships and family 
s i tuat ions . The purpose of this study is to f ind out how children from 
dif ferent types of families perceive themselves and the parent-child 
relationships. If you are be tween the ages o f  3 and 9 ,  you will be 
asked to complete two tests and if you are between the ages of 1 0  and 
2 1  you will be asked to complete three t e s t s .  These tests are not l ike the 
kind you may have in school and should be fun for you to do ! 
Date : 
By agreeing to participate in this study I understand : 
1 .  The testing will take be tween one and two hours including a break 
and will be done at a time I l ike . 
2 .  There are no good or bad side e�fects of the tes ting . 
3. Any _information I give will remain p r ivate because the interviewer 
will use a code number instead of my name . 
4 .  No information about my spec i f ic answers will be given to my 
mo ther ,  me or anyone else. 
5 .  I may ask any questio� s about the process of this study at any 
t ime I wish . 
6. I can change my mind later if I decide I do not want to par ticipa t e .  
---------------------------- Signature : 
Witness : 
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APPENDIX r. 
Divorced Mothers 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS FOR MOTHER 
AND CHILD VARIABLES 
Self-concept : The average numerical value of items 1-69 , 71-90 , 95 , 
97 , and 99 on the TSCS . 
Past adjustment : The average score of items 1 ,  3 ,  5 ,  7 ,  9 ,  11,  13 , 
15 , 17 , 19 , 21 , 22 , 24 , 26 , 28 , 3 0 ,  32 , 34 , 36 , 38 , 40 , 42 , 44 , 46 , 48 , 
52 , 54 , 56., 58 , 60 , 62 , 64 , 66 , 70 , '  72 , 74 , 76 , 78 , 80 , 82 , 84 , 88 , 90 , 
and 92 on the BDAI . . 
Present adjus tment :  The average score of items 2 ,  4 ,  6 ,  8 ,  10, 12 , 
14 ,  16 , 18 , · 20 , 23 , 25 , 27 , 29 , 3 1 ,  33 , 35 , 37 , 39 , 41 , 43 , 45 , 47 , 49 , 
53 , 5 5 ,  57 , 59 , 61 , 63 , 65 , 67 , 7 1 ,  73 , 75 , 7 7 ,  79 , 8 1 ,  83 , 85 , 89 , 91 , 
and 93 on the. BDAI . 
Mother ' s  perceptions of the quantity of father-child interac tion : 
The average score _ of items 32 , 35-38 , and 40-44 of the FRI . 
Mother ' s  perceptions of the quantity of mother-child interaction : 
The average score of items 68 , 72-74 , and 7 7-80 on the FRI . 
Mo ther ' s  perceptions of the quality of fa ther-child interac tion : 
The average score of items 46 , 48 , 49 , 56 , 5 7 , 6 2 ,  and 63 on the FRI . 
Mother ' s  perceptions of the quality of mother-child interac tion : 
The average score of items 5 2 ,  53 , 54 , 64 , 8 2 ,  and 83 on the FRI . 
Mo ther ' s  perceptions of the quality of exspouse interaction : The 
average score of items 47 , 50 , 51 , 55 , 58 , and 59 on the FRI . 
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Intac t-Family Mothers 
Self-concept : The average score of items 1-69 , 71-90 , 9 5 ,  9 7 ,  and 
99 .on the TSCS . 
Pas t adjustment : The average score of items 1 ,  3 ,  5 ,  7 ,  9 ,  11 , 13 , 
15 , 17 , 19 , 2 1 ,  23 , 25 , 27 , 29 , 31 , 3 3 ,  35 , 3 7 ,  39 , 4 1 ,  43 , 45 , 4 7 ,  49 , 
51 , 53 , 55 , 5 7 ,  59 , 63 , 65 , 6 7 ,  69 , 7 1 ,  73 , 75 , 79 , 8 1 ,  and 85 on the IA . 
Present adjus tment :  The average score of items 2 ,  4 ,  6 ,  8 ,  10 , 12 , 
14 ' 16 , 18 , 20 , 2 2 ,  24 ' 26 ' 28 , 30 , 32 , 34 , 36 , 38 , 40 , 4 2 ,  4 4 ,  46 , 48 , 
50 , 5 2 ,  54 , 56 ' 58 , 60 , 64 , 66 , 68 , 70 , 72 , 74 , 76 ' 80 , 82 , and 86 on 
the IA . 
Mo ther ' s  perceptions of the quantity of father-child interac tion : 
The average score of items 28 , 31-34 , and 36-40 on the FRI IF . 
Mo ther ' s  perceptions of the quantity ·of mother-child interac t ion : 
The average score of items 68-70 , and 73-76 on the FRI IF . 
Mother ' s  perceptions of the quality of father-child interac tion : 
The average score of items 42 , 44 , 45 , 5 2 ,  53 , 58 , and 59 on the FRI IF . 
Mother ' s  perceptions of the qua lity of mo.ther-child int eraction : 
The average score of items 48 , 49 , 56 , 60 , 78 , and 79 on the FRIIF . 
Mother ' s  perceptions of the quality of husband-wife interac tion : 
The average score of items 4 3 ,  46 , 47 , 5 1 ,  54 , and 55 on the FRIIF . 
Children 
Self-concept : The average score of items 1-3 , 5 ,  7 ,  8 ,  and 10-13 
on the SCRT . The average score of items 1-13 and 17-18 on the Elementary 
School IAV . The average score of items 1-3 , 5 ,  7-14 , 16 , 18-24 , and 
28-33 on the Junior High School IAV . The average score of items 2 ,  6-8 , 
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10-20 , 22 , 2 3 ,  2 5 , 2 7 , 28 , and 31-37 on the High School IAV . The average 
score of items 1-3 , 5-18 , and 2 1-49 on the Adult IAV . 
Mother loving: The average score of items 1 ,  8 ,  9 ,  16 , 1 7 , 24 , 2 5 ,  
3 1 ,  34 , 38 , 3 9 , 41 , and 4 5  on the Mother Form of the BPBQ . 
Mother demanding: The average score of items 2 ,  3 ,  4 ,  7 ,  10 , 11 , 12 , 
15 , 18 , 19 , 20 , and 32 on the Mother Form of the BPBQ . 
Mother punishing: The average score of items 26 , 28 , 2 9 , 30 , 33 , 
3 5 , 36 , 37 , 40 , 4 2 , 43 , and 44 on the Mother Form of the BPBQ . 
Father loving: The . average score of items 1 ,  8 ,  9 ,  16 , 1 7 , 2 4 ,  25 , 
31 , 3 4 , 38 , 3 9 ,  41 , and 45 on the Father Form of the BPBQ . 
Father demanding: The average score of items 2 ,  3 ,  4 ,  7 ,  10 , 11 , 12 , 
15 , 18 , 1 9 , 20 , and 3 2  on the Father Form of the BPBQ . 
Father punishing: The average score of items 26 , 28 , 2 9 ,  30 , 33 , 
3 5 , 36 , 3 7 , 40 , 4 2 , 43 , and 44· on the Father Form of the BPBQ . 
Perceived dis tance between the child and mother : The average 
dis tance between the child and woman figures in sets 1 ,  4 ,  5 ,  and 8 on 
the SS . 
Perceived dis tance between the child and father : The average 
distance between the child and man figures in sets 2 ,  4 ,  6 ,  and 8 on the 
ss . 
Perceived dis tance between the mother and father : The average 
distance between the man and woman f igures ' in sets 3 ,  4 ,  7 ,  and 8 on the 
ss . 
Perceived nonhuman barriers between the child and mother : The 
number of times the rectangles are placed between the child and woman 
figures in sets 5 and 8 on the SS . 
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Perceived nonhuman barriers be tween the child and father : The 
numb er of times rec tangles are placed be tween the child and man figures 
in sets 6 and 8 on the SS . 
Perceived nonhuman barriers be tween the mother and father : The 
number of times rec tangles are placed be tween the man and woman figures 
in sets 7 and 8 on the SS . 
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